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SAalkiN DY CARE By DJ Ano NIKK]

Irs FEDBRGMAEY ST ‘9c75

WERE ALL HERE IN VANCOUVER_ BC. _

THERE'S A BUNCH OF WOMEN ALL SITTIN' HERE

TRYING TO MAKE THE SITUATION CLEA o
ABOUT — DANEARE - CAUSE THERE AT NO DAYCAR B

THERE'S MONEY BEEN PROMISED FOR. You ARND ME,

BurT THERE AINT NO MONEY FOR THE UNDER_ THREES.

MY KIDS ARE FINE AND THEY AINT NO BorE

AND THEY CAN'T HELP IT IF THEYRE UNDER_ THREE .

THEN'RE 2% AND 'S AND ITS ABOUT TIME THEIR VOICE WAS HEARD
ABOUT DAYCARE — — CAUSE THERE AIN'T NO DAYCARE.

YOou SEE ON AUQUST 3SoTH ‘72
THE PEOPLE OF RC. - THATS ME AND You—
WE ALL WENT DowN TO THE POLLING STATIoNS
AND WE DIDN'T GINE THE SOCREDS ConNgRATULATIONS
WE VOTED THEM OUuT . AND WE VYOTED IN
THE SOocIALIST POARDES BY A WIDE MARGIN —
THATS TH&= NDP FOR. You AND ME
BU THEPES ALoT OF FOLKS CGANT PAY. THE Fe=
FOR. DANYCARE —AND THRERE AYN'T NO DAY CARE
THERE'S A LOT oF THOSE PRIMARY SCHOooLS
AND WE ALL REMEMRBRER_ THE HIgH ScHoolsS
THERLC'S BEVEN A OUPLE OF PROFESSIONAL. ScHooLS
CALLED L,((\HVE&SITI%
BUuT ALL (| REMEMBER. AROUT ALL THOSE SCHooLS :
WAS THE RULES AND RULES, AND THE RULES , AND THE RuUuLES
AND WE WANT DAYCARE WITH NO RuULES
AND NO RULEES.
SO =5
WERE AS_DS\TF\NG:: HERE ON THE FLoof
wwl;Jr THE WALL T© WALL. CAR PETING
THE NEON LIgGHTS :
PTHE EANCY FILES AND TRE WOMEN WHO WORK. HER £
THEY AIN'T GOT NO OAYCARE
NO UuNlond
ALL THEY OoT's THEIR. FANCY TYPEWRITERS- CARBON PAPERS —
—LOoUSY PAY AND A BUNCH OF WOMEN WHO 'RE GoONNA STAS
THEY Shoulb BROBABLY GET DANGER. PAY & ‘
CAUSE WE MIGHT BE_STAYIN TILL THE END OF MAY.
WE DON!T WANNA STAY: WE &GoT PRETTER. THMINGS TO Do

BUT WERE coNnNA ssTAY
cAauSE g&ne DOESNIT BAVE RetTeR. THINGS TO Do
AND LEVI DoESN'T BAVE BETER_THINGS TO Do
THAN CARE ABoUT DAY CAbRE AND

THERE AIN'T NO DAYCARE
D
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MORE
DAY CARE:

SOME.
QUESTIONS

“Day Care” has become one of those terms which get hailed as “household words.” People
in B.C. are talking about it — inside and outside their houses. Some of us think that good day
care would be a very good thing for our children, our families, our society. Others think it’s
necessarily a terrible thing (for mothers) to do to (their) children.

On their recent campaign trails, politicians have picked up day care as a recognized social
issue. Many a provincial and federal promise was made for day care. Since then, our new
B.C. government has begun its promised attempts to develop more day care here.

Like lots of political catchcalls and media-propped ‘“household words,” “day care” is
pretty vague. So is “more day care.” The term covers a whole range of possible social
programs for our young children — good ones and bad ones. “More day care” doesn’t
magically mean easily accessible, good day care for all our families who need it in B.C.

While, as a society, we’ve been talking about day care and more of it, we haven’t been
talking about what day care is, has been, and more importantly, what it could be and should
be here. What is it that we're calling for more of? What could it be? Who needs it? What’s in
it for our kids? our families? our communities? Who cares? These are the basic questlons —
the ones we haven’t really answered yet together.
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As individual parents, we wonder if the (usually male) politicians’ ideas of good day care
are at all similar to our own — or, indeed, if they have any ideas of good day care. Never you
mind, they sometimes tell us, we’ll leave it to the experts — they’'ve got ideas.

But then good day care is, to a large extent, a subjective thing. It’s got more to do with
values of child-upbringing than with facts and figures. What child care families may want and
need doesn’t always coincide with the ideas of the officials, experts, and social workers who
have been designing programs for them. And while the public doesn’t hear the voices and
ideas of parents who want child care, it does hear the politicians, the officials, and the ex-
perts. It also hears (and will hear more from) the corporate hustlers of Madison Avenue who
are now into the (big ) business of day care. Seeing a profit in this social issue, their clients
are throwing up day care chains across North America.

We know right now that many parents, child care professionals and government decision-
makers in the province agree that we need more child care services supplemental to those of
mainly mother (or a substitute mother) in the home. We don’t know if we agree on what
kinds we want, on how children’s centres should be set up and controlled, on what roles
government, business and the community should play in the development of day care.
There’s been no forum for provincidl-wide communication on the issue. Very little dialogue
happens between the families who use and need day care and the people who decide what
kinds of day care those families can use — if any. Almost no services, or information on how
to start services, for the very young happen outside of B.C.’s cities. The unique range of
family needs for child care in our rural areas and small towns is simply not part of the urban
policy-maker’s consciousness. -

The official decision-makers, the child care professionals and the officially existing
children’s services in B.C. haven’t managed to answer the basic questions about day care.
There’s never been a generally known and accepted positive philosophy of child care here
which could guide the development of new services throughout our province. But, do we the
people’ want the various “proper authorities” to construct such a philosophy — to tell us
what we want? Can they provide the answers which will best shape the forthcoming develop-
ment of day care in B.C.? :

Our basic questions about day care can’t be answered by B.C.’s government and its rather
short entourage of professional child care advisors. The answers have got to be ours or they
won’t be answers or solutions. If we people who want more, but much better child care that
responds to our various communities’ unique needs, don’t make known to each other and the
government what we want in the way of government programs, we’ll most probably get
something our society doesn’t need.

We don’t need, for instance, another “school” system — even a “progressive” one for our
young kids. We don’t need another institution that separates adults, older and younger, from
kids; parents from child care professionals. The real solutions require more imagination than
that. Good day care has to do with integrating, enriching, and supporting the lives of families
and communities. And such integration demands that families have a real voice in the
current new policy making occurring in Victoria. Let’s not let the policy-makers build a
system, even a benevolent one, over which we have no control. '

Throughout the province, small groups of people have been getting together thinking
about all that. We who are writing this are one. We're non-professionals. We’re parents and
non-parents. We haven’t come up with any final answers or ‘solutions. We’ve come up with a
few unfinal ones, some assumptions, a lot more questions, and this book.

Our major assumption is that all of us in B.C.’s cities, towns, and rural areas who are in-
terefted in the development of good child care services in our communities must be heard in
Victoria now— so that it 1s we who shape what happens next to us and our kids.

Our book is a combination of information (some opinionated) and opinions (some infor-
mative) on child care services in B.C. It tells first of all about some of the new things that are
happening here in child care,then about the old things that are still happening here and how
they need your ideas and your new ways. Finally alive and well, it hopes to bring the specific
issues of day care closer to home. Most of all, it hopes to contribute to the growing dialogue
among ‘we the people’ — big and little.
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WHICH WAY DEVELOPMENT?

Is government going to build a centralized
public system of day care centres? under
Welfare? under Education? under Health? Are
corporations going to link B.C. to their North
American chains of day care centres? Will there
be a network of decentralized community con-
trolled and parent controlled neighborhood
children’s houses? Will there be some com-
bination of public and private (including
employers’ and unions’ ) day care facilities? Or
will day care in B.C. continue to grow
privately, and fitfully, in non-coordinated ad
hoc ways with only a little government aid —
as it has been doing?

The organization and control of our child
care centres is a concern for us, our children,
our whole society and its future. And the
choices are ours.

Fundamental to the form of organization and con-
trol which our province will adopt for its child care
services are all the questions regarding our “child-
rearing”’ values. Will there be room for new forms of
family to evolve? Will kids brought up in communes,
with single parents, or in the traditional mother-
father-children family unit be treated equally?

Which, if any, of the present government policies
on child care should be preserved? What kind of
regulations and standards do we want for the protec-
tion of our children — not only from ‘“bad
caretakers” and possibly dangerous facilities, but
from styles and structures of care that pressure kids
to compete and “succeed”, that mold kids into “little
mommies” and “little daddies” before they're even
five, or that establish an illusory need for an endless
consumption of crumby things?

We need to come together around the issues of day
care to find out what child care needs we share with
each other. So we can tell our new government what
we want.

Up until now, the development of new child care
services has been left entirely to the initiative and
work of private individuals, community groups, and
social agencies, while the government role has con-
sisted more of policing these projects than of
assisting them with funding, with information, or
with resources. Getting a children’s centre
established has been a difficult job for those people
who have achieved their goal. For those whose at-
tempts have failed, the experience has been doubly
grueling.

But now that we have a government that is at least
verbally committed to being a people’s government,
we have a chance to change all this. How we want it
changed is up to us. No government bureaucrat can
know more about our families’ and communities’
needs than we do ourselves.

Jeanifer Smith

Now, 1973, is the time for all of us who are in-
terested — working meothers, 'non-working
mothers, fathers, women’s groups, community
organizations, unions, organized workers, child
care professionals, parents’ cooperatives, day care
workers, students training for preschool teaching
— to make our wishes known to each other and to
the government. We should write, phone, wire our
MLAs and our new Ministers (Parliament Bidgs.,
Victoria): Norm Levi, Dept. of Rehabilitation
and Social Improvement; Eileen Dailly, Dept. of
Education; Dennis Cocke, Dept. of Health and
Hospital Insurance. We should send briefs about
the particular needs in our local communities.
The more people who sign or are represented in'
each letter or brief, the more weight it has. We
should contact our municipal aldermen, and
demand that our employers take some respon-
sibility toward child care.

Besides inundating officials through official
channels, we can make our needs and demands
known fn less conventional, more imaginative
ways that we make ourselves.
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The Established Arguments for Day Care:
We Can Do Better

In order to promote day care as a social program
worthy of public and private support, interested
professionals have been pushing it either by way of
its “preventive” or its “educational” values.

Social workers are usually the exponents of day
care's preventive aspects. These have to do with the
fact that persons with physical, mental, or “family”
‘problems can be treated most effectively if such
problems are discovered in their formative,
preschool years. Early diagnosis — quite feasible in
the centres — leads to early treatment before the
problems burgeon into expensive social ills which
would burden the taxpayer much more than a com-
prehensive day care program could. Moreover, as
the pitch goes, the healthful environment of good
group care can enhance the child’s physical, social,
intellectual, emotional development so that she is
better able to cope with pressures (including school
pressures) that are likely to cause problems in her
later life. Implicit, too, in this role of day care is the
goal of preventing a child’s poor performance in her
school work.

There’s nothing insidious about this reasoning and
the arguments should be considered valid for the
support of more and better day care programs. In
themselves, though, they’re not arguments sufficient
to engender the range of improvements our day care
structure now needs.

Early childhood educators are fond of a more
positive, “progressive” approach to day care and
preschool services. Many are likely to push the idea
that preschool “education” is good because it can
adjust the child to school as it sharpens up her
abilities to compete and achieve intellectually. There
are studies which demonstrate that some sample
children who participated in day care programs have
higher average 1.Q. scores than socio-economic
counterparts who attended no preschool programs.

It seems to us that this kind of early childhood
education trip is insidious. If our day care experts
and officials direct'the development of day care ac-
cording to a narrowly defined educational theme,
W€ may witness the extension of. the present school
system down to our very young. More and more
people now are choosing not to impose the typical

public schooling on their older children — do we"

want to impose it on our very young? And do we
want our little and bigger kids ever to become ad-
Justed and adapted to that system of public schooling
which most of know now? -

But, then; child care incorporated under a univer-
sal education system can be as good for people as
that education system can be. Maybe, as some people
here have suggested, it makes sense to press for the
fundamental changes in our provincial school system
that would create better schools and better child
care centres under one organizational structure.

We might look at Russia, for instance, where
the national education system includes day care. Its
program curricula apply to people aged one month
to those doing post-graduate studies. There, the
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System does provide a definite continuum for
kids learning and growing — physically, intellec-

tually, emotionally, socially, politically — in Soviet
society. We might dismiss this possibility out-of-hand
as yet another 1984 horror lurking in our times. Or
we might consider the advantages of such : model
and set up our own, fortunately much less vast,
system in B.C.

One of the myths that arises here is' that whereas
the Russians formally indoctrinate their young, we
don’t do that to our kids, But the major difference
between Soviet (or Israeli or Chinese) and Cenadian
methods of child-upbringing is that theirs are more
organized, deliberate, and consistent than ours. The
Soviets are apparently very aware of what social
values they wish to instill in their young. We’re not
$0 aware, or at least not so openly deliberate. Never-
theless, our society does indoctrinate our children —
in comparatively haphazard, unconscious, informal
ways, perhaps — to fit into and accept the dominant
cultural institutions and attitudes.

Once we admit that our society, too, indoctrinates
its young, maybe we can assume more control over
what we want them to learn and how we want them
to learn — about themselves, each other and the
world they live in. The call for an education system
of schools and day care must deal with the questions
of what we want to teach our children, deliberately.
Do we. want them td be bright, aggressively com-
petitive individuals with flashy 1.Q. scores? Do we
want to mold their behavior according to the
authoritarian social and political patterns that most
of us adults grew up with and didn’t love?

Right now, our educational values are in tran-
sition. Maybe it is possible that good day care and
good schools could happen under the same structure.
It's not only , however, one or a series of govern-
mental reshuffles that could make that happen. It’s
our ideas, our new 'values, our voices and our local
participation that, together with government, could
make that happen.




“De-escalate education of our kids”*

—Dr. James Hymes, Jr.

Past President,

National Association for the Education
of Young Children (NAEYC)

Not all early childhood educators press
for educating preschoolers in the narrow
‘school’ sense. Dr. Hymes, Jr., who con-
ducted a seminar at the University of B.C.
this year, talked about preschooling,
schooling, and his dissatisfaction with
“high-powered educational programs” for
young children. . .

They place so much emphasis on the

brittle achievements of learning to

read and write and count. . . I don’t
see that the strength of early
childhood education lies in bringing

Grade 3 down to 3-year olds. Young

children today need a lot of help in

enjoying childhood, in being 3-year
olds instead of 8 or 11. We are too
impatient with our children, pushing
them earlier and earlier onto 'the
treadmill. . . Educators in setting the
styles and patterns of today’s schools
must study the special needs ot
today’s young kids. They must be
careful not to do something more ap-
propriate to 1870 than to 1970 and
they must recognize that these
children need a foundation which
will carry them beyond the year 2000.

He stressed that preschoolers need
more concrete play with twigs and mud,
much less emphasis on hard-core
knowledge and more on down-to-earth
information.

*based on an article in the Vancouver
‘Sun, January 17, 1972, by Leslie Peterson

Educationomania

Whatever nightmares we might conjure about the
scary kind of public or private school system that
day care in B.C. could also become, they have
already been exceeded by current developments in
the American day care scene. There, the emphasis on
a twisted version of education has been introduced
not by the public school system but by big business.

Since the 1.Q. has become a magic index of worth
for school and preschool children in North
American society, it is not surprising that big
business has jumped on the bandwagon, producing
dazzling arrays of (expensive) toys guaranteed to
boost your kid’s 1.Q. And having now defined a day
care “market” that’s going to do nothing but grow,
large American corporations are setting up chains of
day care centres and supplying them with fabulous
equipment such as the Autotelec line of “‘toy-shaped
electronic. communicators.”

]

Such wonderful “‘communicating” devices include
the “listening nook™ and the “Automated Talking
Flash ' Card Console? According to Dr! Sandra
Brown of the Multi-Media school in New York City.

“The listening nook is an enclosed cube in
which the child can cuddle up with an audio-
visual system and select any story he wants to
hear. At the Automated Talking Flash Card
Console, he pushes a button and up pops a
talking card that might identify itself as the let-
ter A. The Moving Picture Blackboard is ac-
tually a lucite screen with a projection in back.
The images capture his attention, and the child
responds to questions or suggestions by marking
on the screen with a piece of chalk.” (Barron’s:
July 19, 1971).

Many people in B.C. would not like
see that trend take  over here. In so far
as our lives are controlled by technology now, it is
less than human to stick our kids into ‘“learning”
boxes so that they can learn how to engineer and
consume the increasingly destructive and ludicrous
products of the world’s (read: American) powerful
corporations. And, aside from that; we know that
students tend to take on the behavioral charac-
teristics of their teachers — do we want our kids to
become even more mechanical than we are?

Day Care for Us

Day care that is good for kids, families and com-
munities cah only be measured partly by its preven-
tive and educational qualities. Mostly it should be
measured in terms of how we want to change
people’s lives now into more human and fulfilling
experiences.

And Day Care, in the broadest sense of that term,
should be regarded, first, as a RIGHT FOR
CHILDREN AND MOTHERS, as a positive alter-
native to the twenty-four-hours-a-day, seven-days-a
week care expected of women who have children in
this society. Not as a way for women to foregochild
care responsibilities but as a way for women to have
children and not “end” every other part of their
lives, as a way for mothers to continue to grow them-
selves so that they have something of themselves left
to give to society.

For kids, day care is a chance to be with people
their own age as well as with adults other than their
parents only. It could be a chance for them to learn
things relevant to their daily lives and survival —
skills such as sewing, carpentry and cooking that will
give them a more real basis from which to get in-
terested in abstract skills such as reading and arith-
metic. So that learning doesn’t have to become
something they must “put up with” in school or
housework something that they have to “put-up
with” at home. So that they can learn o cooperate
with people by cooperating with people, big and lit-
tle, in group projects in their own centre. So that
they can establish their own personalities outside the
confines of their own homes.
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We've used the term ‘“day care” in this book as a
catchall for child care services other than those of
only the family in the child’s home. But we don't like
the term. We'd rather have used a word that better
signifies what we're trying to talk about. One that
suggests new ways for our young and our less young
to*relate to each other cooperatively in groups.

We're talking about extending the Sfamily function
of child care into our larger society — so that our
communities and our society can share the respon-
sibilities, the joys and learning involved in bringing
up our children; so that together we can integrate
what are now the divided worlds of CHILDHOOD
and ADULTHOOD; so that men and women upon
becoming parents don't get separated into “‘heads
of households’’ and “mothers’: so that our small
girls and boys have one world to be growing in,
not either a ‘woman’s world” or a “man’'s world”
to be led toward.

Care Is Not Enough

Nobody especially likes being ‘“taken care of.’
And everybody needs self-respect based on some
degree of self-reliance. And it’s hard to be taken care
of and to develop and sustain self-reliance at the
same time. “Even” little kids know that.

All our words, it seems, that describe what we
adults do with our children are like “care” in that
they tell what we do to and for them — “raising,”
“rearing,” ‘teaching,” ‘disciplining,” ‘forming,”
“molding,” ‘“instilling values,” etc. And they all
basically suggest a one-way custodial relationship.
Related words do tell us what our children are
doing, such as ‘growing,” “developing,” “forming,”
“learning.”’ We must then recognize that kids aren’t
simply the passive receptors of our care.

But oddly enough, we have no words (at least
common ones) about the relationship between adults
and children which convey reciprocity of teaching
each other, learning from each other, loving and
growing and changing together. No word to convey
the mutual adaptations involved in this very com-
mon human relationship. *“Symbiosis” “is, after dll,
very Greek,still. And ‘dialectic” is, afterall, Mar xist.

So why don’t we have a common word of our own

about us and our kids living and growing together?

U Couddn 't Think %mmww

| WM?

Is it because we don't have the concept? If we don't
have the concept, how are our relations with
children limited by our lack of it? How are our per-
ceptions of the possible ways to enrich our people’s
lives limited by our lack of it?

It’s too easy to talk about Canada or B.C. as a
“child-centred’”’ society. Our politicians, our child
care bureaucrats, our choruses of social workers do
it a lot. Does it only mean that when we dwell on
our children, we dwell on them in a weird, mythical
way? Just as women have been painted and carefully
frozen on pedestals, and men have been locked into
suits of armor, kids have been assigned their role —
they're the innocent, “natural’ expression' of our
mythically lost freedom as well as the grateful recep-
tors of our care, right?

The concept-term children’s liberation sums up
some of the contradictions between what our society
says it's doing for and with the children and what
children see and feel society is doing to them. Adult
chauvinism is what we do to make them see and feel
that way.

We who are
writing this wish
we had invented
just the right
word here rhat
tells of adults and
kids integrated
in the same
growing, changing
process of human
relationships.

But we couldn’t
think of one.
Can you?

Jeoriber Sotivh

In the meantime, we're talking about “child care”
and ‘day care.” But we mean more than simply
“care.” Good day care for young children must be
more than clever, stimulating custody of groups of
kids by small groups of adults, in facilities isolated
from’ their immediate communities.

We can make ways for kids to go out of their
houses and their day-care centres and into the busy
world. of adults just so that -they can see it. That
would help adults become less busy. And we can
make ways for adults (old and young) to come into
the children’s centres. That would help kids feel
more like the people they are.

1O-Iatrofvction.




Our society, particularily in the city, is fragmented, even shattered —
sociologists, journalists, poets, stories, and plays tell us again and again. And we
tell each other.

People don’t know their neighbours. Young people are separated from older
people; kids from adults; and our oldest people from everyone else. Government
decision-makers are out of hearing range from the majority of our voices, social
workers far away from homes and heads they go into. What have our schools got
to do with learning? And what the hell does “community” mean?

Cooperatives- 1l
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The more fabulous dreams of the “Counter-Culture,”
stomped by Hell’s Angels and heroin, have been laminated
to big-sell the very things and “life-styles” the Sixties’

dreamers refused to buy. The Weatherpeople couldn’t

forecast themselves or others. Can opportunity be equal? Is
“Liberation” just a 10-letter word — appearing in ads?
And women and their small children still live in isolated
houses and apartments. While the world keeps happening
somewhere else.
Is the “light at the end of the tunnel” the pre-blast flash
that we'll see, through our windows — and eyeshades?

And a lot of the above is a media trip, too. Doomsday
doesn’t have to be just around pre-fab corners our assembly-
lines construct to vary our approach. We keep making new
babies who, we learn as they grow, want better lives for each
other and their whole earth. That must be because we believe
that we can create and sustain better life for our people and
planet. We must know, too, that we need our neighbors to
pull that off.

But the hope that exists is hard to find in the media. It's in
much less spectacular places and spaces — like often next
door, often inside us. If we look, without our eyeshades on.

While it seems as if there’s much more splitting going on
among us than there is coming together, who's to say for
sure? We people in B.C. did something this year that a lot of
us didn’t think we’d do together — in changing our vote to a
“vote for people” we dared to “take the risk” of working
together as “the socialist hordes” for a better province.

At the same time, a lot of other things have been changing,
growing — especially among the non-rich, the non-decision-
makers, the non-experts, women and kids. It’s all the sound
of a different drum and maybe we should be listening harder
to it-than to the old sounds of our old leaders or even the
new sounds of our new leaders and the jangling accom-
paniment of our papers, movies and tubes.

People, “just” people with no big titles or positions, have
been coming together to talk, and do something, about their
people needs. (They've had to, their leaders hadn’t.) Women,
“just” women with no big marketable skills have been
coming together to talk and do something about their ideas.
Listening, taking each other seriously, they've come to admit
together that their own personal needs are important. More
and more mothers, working and non-working, and fathers as
well, have dared to “take the risk” of sharing their children’s
upbringing with their neighbors and communities. They’ve
dared to deal with their own kids and the kids of other
parents as something other than private property.

Many parents are feeling that their very young children,
like themselves, need a wider world of experience than that
offered by the environment of their family home only, a
world peopledwith more adults and many more children than
just those in their immediate “family.”
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Whereas child care has largely been the responsibility of

~ individual mothers, it is increasingly being seen as — and
becoming — the shared responsibility of mothers, fathers,
the community, and society. Women are saying what they
want and need for themselves and society’s children‘and
together they're finding ways, with the help of their com-
munities, of achieving it. Often against incredibly entrenched

social and official obstacles.

A SUNGRANNEER QUG

There were ten of us in one of many workshops at
a provincial women’s conference. Most of us were
meeting one another for the first time. We had sixty
minutes to talk about day care and the status of
women.

The members of the group included a male
pediatrician, a businessman/local politician, a
provincial official from the Community Care
Facilities Licensing Division, a member of Ottawa’s
Privy Council (which advises the federal cabinet), a
supervisor of a parents’ cooperative day care centre.
The rest of us were simply women/mothers from
various towns in B.C. who had come to discuss our-
selves and day care, the law, politics, education, etc.

To begin with, our group followed a sheet of
questions provided. The males dominated the
discussion. Some platitudes about the necessity of
child care being child-centred were glibly ar-
ticulated. Then some talk about day care essentially
involving the rights of women and families. Then
agreement: if child care was good for the children it
was good for their families. — they were all connec-
ted, after all. People were nodding, warmly. The
discussion ambled on, polite and very deja-vu. A
yawn was suppressed here and there. Then one of
the group, a housewife, began talking about her ex-
perience in working with a group of parents in her
neighbourhood. They had come together to help
each other provide better child care for their kids.

The woman spoke of the change occurring in her
“life. She was learning about herself, about resources
she had withinherself which she could share and
develop in a group. She was learning that a group of
families could work together to eénrich their
children’s and their own lives, and that they didn’t
have to depend on experts for-leadership. There’s ex-
pertise in everyone, she said, if we help each other
discover it.

The woman elaborated on how this experience of
discovering herself and her kids in new ways had
been radically exhilarating for her. Our workshop
group could feel her positive energy and confidence.
While she spoke, the official experts in the group
became more quiet. The comfortable males became
less comfortable and said nothing at all. The
mothers continued talking and the paper agenda was
forgotten.

In conferences and meetings and workshops on
child care occurring in the province, we've heard
people tell of what they’re doing together with other
people — big and little, of what they want to do, and
of how they want government to assist them  in
creating new forms of child care in their com-
munities. Most of them have been forced to develop
needed projects with only the help of their neighbors
and friends. Government had no real assistance to
offer. In struggling through the processes of
organized shared care of their -children, the in-
dividuals involved have been learning a great deal
about themselves, their kids, and each other — in-
cluding a fresh kind of self-reliance.

They speak of the necessity for real opportunities
for parent participation in all aspects of developing
and operating children’s centres. They taik about the
need for men and more men in day care program-
ming and programs. They say, too, that they expect
government to provide effective financing, infor-
mation, and new resource personnel for child care
— in the cities, in the towns, the mountains, and the
bush. And they expect to have some control over any
needed services that the government provides for
them. :

While travelling through the province we came
upon all sorts of fledgling child care projects
organized by citizens who didn’t have the services
they needed in their areas. Some of these are finan-
ced by federal grants (temporary); some by nothing
but sheer scrounging and begging. While it’s really
encouraging to see people coming together to solve
common people-needs, it's also infuriating to see,
again and again, that they have to do it all alone. In
many cases, provincial licensing policies and of-
ficials have stifled local group attempts to create new
child care services. In some, it has threatened
prosecution.

BRAMPLES
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Welfare mothers, middle class housewives, Native

- and Pakastani women, socially separated within four

Fraser Canyon towns, have been _Wworking together
for the first time — running four preschools in the
area(the first of any kind of services for young
children tHere).

They've been learning about each other — e.g. a
wealthy white woman discovered that mothers on
welfare were getting $200 monthly, not weekly. She
was astonished because she couldn’t conceive of any
family ppssibly living on that amount. The mothers
found out that they liked working together. They’ve
learned more about young kids, creating environ-
ments for them, with them. And the kids, previously
separated in isolated houses, have really enjoyed
playing together for those few hours a day. Every
child in Yale, aged 3 to 5, goes to the Yale
preschool.

This particular project, the most well-organized
local community child care program we’ve seen in
the province, was set up under rural conditions quite
incredible to the urbanite. It has served 160 children
in all (with many more on the waiting list). Some of
them are driven 15 miles one way to their preschool
so that they can play with a group of kids. The
local community has been supporrtivc' — the
provincial authorities have not.

The Hope Fraser Canyon Preschool project is a
series of four schools started under a Local
Initiatives grant. We covered an, area that extends
from Hope, through Yale, to Boston Bar, then forty
miles north and across the Fraser Canyon by aerial
ferry to the town of North Bend.

Hope itself is only 100 miles from Vancouver, yet

the area is extremely rural. These communities seem .

to be at least fifty years removed from the urban
lower mainland. They’re very insular. There is poor

and, at best, sporadic television reception..

Newspaper and mail delivery is the exception rather
than the rule. Electric service is uncertain, especially
during winter months. The nearest lawyer is in
Chilliwack. Libraries and access to them are limited.
From Boston Bar, North Bend and Yale, you must
travel to Hope for regular medical services, banking,
and shopping other thanat the‘company store.” High
school students travel up to an eighty mile return
trip daily or find board in Hope. The only link bet-
ween the other three towns and Hope is the highway
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—vdy Helverson.

along the Fraser Canyon. Huge snow slides often cut
these towns off completely from any communication
with the outside world. Economically, the area is
depressed — there, a lack of money is pretty much a
universal problem.

When I moved to this area and enrolled my son in
a local school, one of the school officials told me
not to expect the same standards of education that
could be found “on the coast”. Children from poor
homes, particularily the Indian childrenhe said werée
bound to hold the entire class back. I asked if there
was a program or any effort being made to help these
children. There was nothing other than the regular
kindergarten program and, as this did not provide
any transportation, the children who needed it the
most were unable to get to it.

It wasn’t uncommon that a child’s first day at
school was his first day away from his mother. Nor
was it uncommon for a child to arrive in grade one
without being able to speak a word of English. Small
wonder that some children were spending the first
month of their school career hiding, physically
and/or mentally, under a desk. Teachers, the public
health nurses, or social workers didn’t have the time
to go to families and explain what the school system
could offer.

It was from this problem—the problem of kids
coming into the school system and being terrified,
unable to cope with the overwhelming adjustments -
demanded of them, and then being branded as
failures—that started the preschools. Once they star-
ted, they seemed to grow out on their own, changing
to fit the needs of the communities they grew out of. .

We had an enrollment of 160 kids. We had a
waiting list which we stopped taking names for when
it reached 40. About two-thirds of the children were
referred to us by local social workers and the public
health nurse. We were used by various government
agencies for many purposes. We provided em-
ployment for eleven people, previously unemployed,
referred to us by Canada Manpower. Of the eleven,
seven had been on welfare for various lengths of
time. The public health nurse used the schools to
screen children for sight, hearing, or speech
problems. Children who appeared to have learning
disabilities, emotional or physical problems, were
referred to her by the staff. The nurse could then
help parents get whatever help was necessary and/or
available. Parents whose children had been made
wards of the province were referred to the schools by




their social workers. At the preschools they were
welcome to explore alternate ways of dealing more
effectively with their family problem.

We had been running our schools for about a
month and a half when I received a lctter from the
Community Care Facilities Licensing Division
saying that unless I had obtained a license from their
office, I was running an illegal preschool and was
subject to a fine of $500 a day of offense - operation.
The letter was signed by Mrs. Maycock, and a
telephone number was given for contact and further
information. I trudged through eight feet of snow
over a quarter of a mile to the nearest phone and
dialled the number. I got an answering service. The
Consultant for Day Time Services for Children for
the entire province of B.C. was busy at one of her
many other jobs. I trudged back through the snow
and read through the licensing requirements about
thirty times. I developed a strong craving for
something that would put me in a coma for the next
four months, the length of the project. There was no
possible way we could meet the licensing
requirements as outlined on the papers sent by the
Licensing Division.

One of the stipulations under the L.I.P. grant was
that necessary licenses were to be obtained before
the money could be made available. Before ap-
plication had been made, I had checked with the
municipality, local social workers, the public health
nurse, and the school board. The people I spoke to
were all aware that there were licensing regulations
for day care apart from the school system’s
regulations; but none were aware that regulations
existed for preschools apart from the public schools’
kindergarten provisions.

A further complication was that no federal money
had as yet arrived. Our grant had been approved,
and we had proceeded to open the preschools on the
project’s scheduled time. The paperwork necessary
to get the actual money to us was slow in coming.
Manpower officials advised us to go to our friendly
banker to cover the costs until thé grant came. I had
taken out a personal loan to the tune of $3000 to
finance the beginnings of the project. I was concer-
ned that the grant might now never come, that we'd
have to close down the preschools, that I'd have to
pay back a $3000 loan - without a job.

The next day | went into Hope and talked with
Jim Harris. a social worker who had done much of
the groundwork for the preschools. He was aware of
the licensing requirements that existed for day care,
indeed. as he had several times tried to start a much-
needed day care centre in the area only to find out
that the regulations were impossible to meet here. He
didn’t know that these same requirements applied to
preschools. We had been hoping that eventually the
preschools could be extended to include day care
facilitiecs. Now we are faced by closure under the
same licensing act that we thought we'd have to deal
with only in the future.

We tried again to get in touch with Mrs. Maycock
— still not possible. As a matter of fact, neither
myself not Jum ever did get a hold of Mrs. Maycock.
We did talk to people in the Health Dept. in Vic-
toria, though, who told us that the public health
dept. was in charge of inspecting the schools and that
while they would give our application for license
every consideration, the earliest we would know
whether we got an interim permit or not was in mon-
ths. No, they could not advise us as to whether or not
I would be prosecuted if I cominued
to run the schools — they could only inform us as to
what the law stated. We tried to get the proper ap-
plication forms for the interim permit. It took a
week before someone in Chilliwack unearthed them. '
We filled out the forms and sent them off. :

And we talked to Ron Lyons, Superintendent of
Schools in the Hope district. Mr. Lyons had been
giving us every assistance he could. It was he who
had lined up the school buildings which we were
using for our preschools, had introduced teachers to
us who shared their experience, lent us supplies and
equipment, made school libraries available to us. He
gave his enthusiasm and encouragement as freely,
from the time that the preschools were only an idea.
He had started a similar project in Princeton under
an L.I.P. grant as well, administered by the School
Board and run in a school.

When we explained our problem with the license,
he advised us to keep the preschoolsrunning. If we
had any more problems, he said, he would take over
the project and run it under the protection of the
School Board and the Public Schools Act. Well, the
next day Mr. Lyons got a letter from the Community
Care Facilities Licensing Division saying that he was
running a hot preschool and was subject to a fine of
$500 a day. At this point, my fines totalled $6000.

Mr. Lyons, having the luxury of his own phone,
did manage to get a hold of Mrs. Maycock. He ex-
plained that between the two projects we had
$35,000 in federal grant money earmarked for
preschools. but that we could not possibly meet
licensing requirements. Perhaps, he suggested, the
money should be used in some other way. Mrs.
Maycock said she would not want that to happen. On
this frail assurance, we continued to run our schools.
The grant money came through.

Later in the month, I received the only reply to
date that I have had concerning the application sent
in for an interim permit for operating preschools. It
was a letter signed by Mr. Gorby of the public health
dept. advising that any women working in my nur-
sing homes for the aged be checked for T.B.

By this time my fine for. “illegally” operating
preschools reached $30,000. By the end of the
project, it came to $2,200,000. When the only things
standing between you and such a fine are a few fuzzy
words about “not wanting” us to redirect our grant
from the preschool project, and a hope that the
bureaucracy won't be able to organize things weil
enough to remember you're still around with a hot
preschool, it can be and has been pretty unsettling.
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Before the L.LLP. grant ran out in May, we again
applied for a license/interim permit to cover the
O.F.Y. gram application to cover the summer
operation. When I moved from the area in June,
there still had been no word. Now, we have again ap-
plied for an L.1.P. grant and again will apply for a
license/interim permit. What will happen this time, I
have no idea.

In a recent meeting that included Mr. Levi, Mrs.
Maycock, Mr. Bingham, and Mr. Belknap, I was
reassured that I would not be prosecuted by these of-
ficials. Why not? The law remains unchanged. I was
reassured, too, that help from the provincial govern-
ment would be forthcoming to the preschools in the
Fraser Canyon. Perhaps so, but if so, only for me,
not for the rest of the rural areas of B.C. I may get
the help I needed last year this year because I'm an
embarrassment to them, and because, luckily, I
found the right ear to scream and rage in.

The function of the government in day care and
preschool services is still that of police dog when
what we need is help and access to the resources of
the province. I had hoped that the change in govern-
ment could also bring a change in attitude concer-
ning rural areas, but at least in the area of preschools
it seems we will remain dominated by the old lower
mainland urban standards. When I asked Mr. Levi
if the law would be changed so that rural areas might
also be able to function under it, he said he could
see no changes in the near future. When he was asked
about the possibility of the present board being ex-
panded to include some kind of resource group that
rural areas could contact when they needed
assistance, he said he could not see the need for this.
When I explained that there were many times that we

could have used such a service, his rather
exasperated advice was to call the Crisis Centre in
Vancouver. How do you explain to the guy that you
lived five miles from the nearest phone, and like a
lot of rural people in B.C., have never heard of the
Crisis Centre in Vancouver?

P.S.

Since then the situation of the Fraser Canyon
children has gotten more complicated — due to
the “aid” of government officials. The immediate
assistance promised by the new Minister of
Rehabilitation and Social Improvement has con-
sisted of the following — i) a phone call to Ms.
Halverson from the province’s Consultant on Day
Time Services for Children: Ms. Maycock advised
Ms. H. that she, the Consultant, together with the
Superintendent of Child Welfare, would travel to the
area and spend an afternoon visiting the four towns
to ‘assess the child care needs of the communities”
in order to determine exactly what those people out
there really need; and that (without a visit), it was
the Consultant’s considered opinion that what the.
area really needs are a series of family day care
homes instead of the existing preschools: 2) a phone
call to Ms. Halverson from a Manpower funding
representative regarding the preschools’ application.
for a second grant: having been advised by Ms.
Maycock that the most suitable program for the area
was a series of family day care homes, the represen-

. tative in turn advised Ms. Halverson that the project

proposal would have a better chance of getting fun-
ded if the project was modified from preschools to .
a series of family day care homes. Which all means
that the only currently available funding for the con-
tinuation of the preschools is in jeopardy.




A PARBNS COORERARIVE RHAF WORS

By Ann Harley with help from Trudy Moul

Knick, Kim and I are members of Campus Nursery
Daycare, Unit No. 2 at U.B.C. The centre is a non-
profit, parent cooperative for children from 18 mon-
ths to 3 years of age. Usually eight children attend
all day and eight attend half a day with twelve child-
ren in the centre at one time. During the school year

' 1970-71, I was one of four parents engaged in a year
long struggle that laid the groundwork for the cen-
tre. In September 1971, Knick and I then became
carpenters along with other parents to create the
centre’s physical environment. Since the centre
opened in October, 1971, our family of three has
been part of an exciting experience. For us the ex-
perience has been exhausting at times, but always
personally very rewarding.

The four of us who conceived the idea of
establishing the centre spent months reading about
daycare, visiting centres, trying to understand B.C.
licensing regulations and the subsidy system, and
talking to each other to clarify our own goals and
ideals. From the beginning, we wanted a parent
cooperative and, although we weren’t always sure
what that meant, we were able to agree to a statement
of the purpose of the centre we hoped to establish
and a constitution for incorporation as a society.

Basically, we wanted a child care situation which
would be an enriching experience, not only for our
children, but for the whole family. It was important
to us that parents, both fathers and mothers, be in-
volved in the daily operation of the centre, creating
an environment in which parents could learn from
the children, other parents and from staff and ad-
visors. An overriding concern was that parents main-
tain the responsibility for their children’s activities
and environment and that they would be able, by in-
teracting with the children on a day-to-day basis in
the centre, to shape that environment to the specific
needs of their own children. This still remamns &
guiding principle in the operation of the centre

We knew there were other parents who wanied
similar care for their children and to documeat
this, we conducted a campus survey. Haws
established our goals and the overwhelming need
a parent cooperative center to serve the UB.C. 8
munity, we attacked the two biggest prob
raising money for capital costs and procurs
building. Both tasks seemed insurmountable
while but the turning point came when the
U.B.C. graduating class gave us some money.
money became a foundation upon which we =




able to convince other people to give us money,
materials, toys, a building and, eventually, even a
provincial operating license.

The hunt for a building stopped in August when
the university offered us a hut in Acadia Camp. We
were then able to select additional parents and the
meaning of “parent cooperative” , for the next two
months, became synonymous with *“hard work.” We
raised additional money (about $5000) and other
material donations. We hired two staff, both with
B.C. qualifications but the supervisor also had
BritishNursery Nurse training. Hiring was a difficult
task for us; it was very hard to evaluate the people we
interviewed, especially to know how they would in-
teract with children. We planned and bought equip-
ment. We redesigned and renovated the building.

The hut didn’t become available until September
15, well after school had started and everyone’s need
for child care was desperate. Day and night, for
three weeks, we tore down walls and rebuilt an in-
terior that was suitable for a day care centre. We
opened on October 4, 1971, an exhausted but strong
parent group.

Once we opened, parent involvement took on a
different form. There is always at least one parent in
the centre with the children and the staff, main-
taining a ratio of four children to each adult. For
example, Kim goes full time (six to eight hours a
day) and my husband and I are responsible for four
hours of supervision each week which we share
equally. Knick works two hours a Friday morning
and I work two hours Monday afternoon. In ad-
dition to this time in the centre, parents are collec-
tively accountablefor maintaining and managing the
centre. This means we are responsible for cleaning
the centre, buying, building and repairing equipment
as well as for finances, hiring and firing staff, ad-
missions, and the evolution of the program for the
children in cooperation with the staff. A con-
siderable amount of parent time and effort goes into
operating the centre on a continuing basis, primarily

through monthly meetings of all parents and staff
and also on the committeelevel where specific aspects
of the operation (such as hiring and admissions etc.)
are handled.

Having been in the centre for more than a year, I
now have a clear idea of what this parent cooperative
means for me, both its values and its problems.
Things have worked out much differently than I ex-
pected and the center has been valuable to our
family in ways that I could never have anticipated in
the initial planning stages.

For the children, a daycare centre with strong
parent involvement offers a fantastically rich and
warm environment. Kim is obviously happy in the
centre and looks forward to going there each day.
She is very close to the other children; they are much
more like siblings than neighbourhood playmates.
She has gotten to know the adults who work in the
centre and has developed several very special friend-
ships both with parents and staff. Her life isgreatly
enriched by sharing experiences with other adults
who have very different personalities and talents
from her own parents. She delights in her friendships
with adults and has come to love and trust them.

For me the two most positive aspects of the
cooperative are the friendships that have evolved and
the opportunity for learning that is available. I value
the close contact I have with the other adults, both




parents and staff, and I feel that a community spirit:

has developed, based on our willingness to work
together to insure that the centre meets the changing
needs of the children.The staff are an important part
of the community. Because 1 work with them, I see
them as whole people who fit into Kim’s life and into
our family’s life as friends rather than as “teachers.”
A further aspect of the community spirit is my
relationship with the children. Warm friendships
have grown between me and the individual children,
each very different but each filled with love.

The relationships that Kim, Knick and I have with
the children and adults in the centre have extended

“into our activities outside the centre. The sharing of

meals, weekend excursions and special holidays
builds on and enriches both these friendships and
our daycare experiences.

The opportunity is there for me to be involved in
programs with the children, making toys,
management, building, music or art. I have been able
to develop my personal skills and explore new in-
terests in a supportive environment.

The monthly parents’ meetings provide a more stru-
ctured learning forum where we talk about children
and share our varied perceptions and understandings
of what is happening to them during the day. Recen-
tly professionals (a child psychologist and a
nutritionist) have worked as volunteers in the center,
have come to the parents’ meetings and shared their
observations.

I do not want to give the impression that there are
no problems in the opefation of a parent cooperative
daycare; of course problems do- exist. For us these
problems roughly can be divided into three areas:
parent commitmend, achieving a concensus, and
maintaining continuity. :

It is hard to ensure that all the parents share the
commitment to make the centre a valuable learning
environment. Inevitably some people do more work
and others less. There is however room for flexibility
and sharing. Each of us is able to be more involved
at some times than at other times, so those of us who
have more time accept more of the responsibility for
the things that have to be done. In this way the
cooperative has to be supportive to single parents or
families under stress who have only a limited amount
of time to give. However, if the same people are con-
sistently doing all the work, then something is wrong
and the purpose of the cooperative needs to be re-
examined.

Achieving a consensus in a cooperative can
sometimes be hard work. More time is spent in
discussion and decision making than would be the
case with centralized responsibility. But parent par-
ticipation in decision making is a very basic prin-
ciple in a cooperative. The discussion that surrounds
decision making enables us to better understand
each other, to better share our responsibilities and
often results in the collective generation of valuable
ideas.

A third problem created by the lack of centralized
decision making is that of maintaining consistency
and continuity within all aspects of the centre’s

operation. Since the composition of the cooperative
is always changing (i.e. as three year olds move on to
other daycare centres, new families come in to take
their place) the nature of any consensus will also be
changing. Without some special attention to the
problem of continuity the operation of the centre
will suffer. In particular these problems are likely to
lead to special strains being placed on the relation-
ship between parents and supervisors. Because the
staff have a longer committment to the centre their
relationship with a group of parents that is changing
requires delicate and continual work. ;

In the past year and a half of operation there have
been some problems but we have always been able to
work them out, thereby strengthening the
cooperative, the community spirit and the children’s
environment. For me, the parent cooperative con-
tinues to be important. I am actively involved in the
care of my child as a participant, not as an observer.
I can go to the centre anytime of the day and feel at
home. I know that I can make a contribution to the
centre that is both meaningful to the children and
exicitng and personally rewarding to me. I am in-
volved in an enjoyable way in my own child’s
development and it is reassuring to know that if I am
dissatisfied 1 can make suggestions for change either
individually to the supervisors or at a general
parents meeting. Experience in Campus Nursery
Coop Unit 2 has reinforced my belief in the
desirability of parent responsibility for the direction
and operation of the day care.
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The Simon Fraser Co-op of 1968 was a women's
liberation dream. A group of women students trying
to build an alternative to the father-mother -child
family unit at a university day care centre.

It happened at ua time when the women's movement
in Canada was just beginning to grow. The idea of
parents sharing their child care responsibilities with
a community of people was new and exciting. Ex-
citing because for the first time children would have
the opportunity of growing with many different
adults and kids. Exciting for women because no
longer would they have to deal with their anger and
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The Simon Fraser Family Co-operative was
created as an alternative to the entrapment parents
and kids feel. The Co-op started in the Spring of
1968 during the Board of Governor’s meeting room
sit-in. A group of us, mainly single parents, took
over space in the student lounge for an on-campus
nursery - the only one available at SFU. At our first
meeting together, we realized that asking the Ad-
ministration to help us get a nursery together would
involve a l-0-n-g wait, while it waded through com-
mittee meetings and briefs and consultations, and
our need for child care was now. So, we worked out
a tentative schedule for watching each other’s
children over the coming week, and we agreed to
bring some toys to school. And on the following
morning, the Family began.

Since some parents had two children, others one,
some needing full day care time, others needing only
a few hours a week, we divided the five-day week
into ten half days. Since we needed two parents in
the Family room at all times, the co-op would be run
with 20 parents. In return for their half-day of co-
operation, each parent left their children in the
Family as much or as little as he or she needed to.

No one realized at first how radically different our

system, — our way of giving what we could and

taking what we needed, — was from almost every
other system by which people exchange labour and
services in this country. We stopped acting according
to the mentality of the consumer: *“You only get what
you pay for”. The members in the Family really did
take from each other according to their needs, and
gave to each other according to their ability. It was
a slow process of discovery. At first, we still had the
old way of thinking, and felt that we ‘'owed people in
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frustrations, their misgi vings about this or that way
of raising children alone. It was a way out, a way for
women and- their children to become independent,
their own person first. and not Jjust somebody’s
mother or so and so's little ‘darling”.

These were the ideas going around the women’s
movement at that time. The mothers who started the
Simon Fraser Family Co-op tried to make these
ideas into a reality. The following discussion con-
tains excerptsfromapaper by Melody Killian, one of
the women who was involved in the Family Co-op.

the Family for taking care of our children. But with
time, our sense of score-keeping diminished, and it
was replaced by a sense of true sharing. People began -
to realize that people have different needs, but that
everybody’s needs could be met as iong as we all did
our part. Some people got sick, or had troubles that
made them use more time than others or miss their
co-operation time, but the principle of reciprocity
began to be learned, and the concept of ‘paying back’
vanished. It was realized that some people would
take from the system more than others, but that that
would not cause the breakdown of the Family.

We began the Family without a - real
executive or steering committee or supervisor. After
doing without a leadership hierarchy, we realized -
that not only did we not need one, but that the
creation of one would destroy something about what
we are trying to do. In our co-operative, there was
no one authority person for the children to become
dependent on. We began to see ourselves as a for-
mation of a new type of extended Family wherein a
number of parents (not necessarily biologically
related to the child) take real responsibility for each
others’ children. If each parent paid a fee to hire
someone, we would no longer be a Family, but only
some individual women and men sharing the cost of
a babysitter.

All of our children had been previously raised in
nuclear family homes with one or two parents, or
paid parent substitutes, or in day nurseries with the
same teacher every day. This isolation had created
dependencies detrimental to both the parents and
children. Surprisingly, in the Family Co-op setting,
the children adapted quickly to “multiple



mothering’. They very soon began to develop a sense
of their own autonomy and security invested in
themselves, and in very many parents around them.
Each child in the Family regularly saw at least 50
other people each week - 20 parents and about 25
other children and various student friends. His or
her universe had been tremendously expanded, ex-
ploded, in fact, compared to a nuclear family home.
Yet all of the children who had been in the Family
for at least one semester had developed a security in
a way few pre-school children had.

Our experiences in trying to keep the Family non-
hierarchical has taught us much. We did not have
specialized’ roles through which we related to one
another; the only person with any particular job was
the mother who collected money for juice and sup-
plies, and her task did not seem to make an impor-
tant difference. There was no division of labour at
all. People did the work for which they were best
suited.

We have become aware, through our experiences
as a Family, that we have gone against the grain of
every tendency in this society - the tendency to set up
leaders and followers, to own property exclusively,
(including children), to be, first and foremost, in-
dividuals. It has been clear to us that any communal
effort, such as ours, must struggle for its very sur-
vival. -

In order for us to become licensed, we would be
required to hire a licensed supervisor, and to set
ourselves up as a legal society, (with officers to ac-

‘cept subsidy money, set rules, a constitution). Of

course, it would be monetarily easier to hire a super-
visor, and to relate to each other through money and
rules. We had learned that way of living so well for
all our lives: to be cut off from each other, to abstain
from responsibility to each other and put it all on
one person, to retreat again into an institution. We
wanted to change all that, and remain a positive
alternative as a Family.

TWO KD 08 WRBF VERRS LATER

The SFU Family has changed. Along with the

- struggles of licensing regulations, differences arose
amongst the members about their ways of behaving
with kids, and about the structure of the Co-op.

I'he original group left the Co-op. New people
coming in were more interested in finding day care
for their kids, than in building an alternative com-
munity. People no longer came regularly -for
meetings, and for their half day shifts. Oftentimes, no
one came to look after the kids; sometimes the per-
son who did come did not know what to do with
them, anyway. -

When the Co-op started in 1968, the parents
shared a common orientation toward politics. Many
of them were friends; they were connected to each
other as people and not just as so-and-so’s mother.
Now the centre is used by a diversity of students who
do not depend on each other for any of their ‘sur-
vival' needs; their connection is only through their
kids. Their energies and priorities are more directed
to studies and making it through the University
system, than in sharing responsibility for their kids.

To get themselves out of this chaos, the parénts got
together and decided that since people were not
really into helping each other, they would be better
off if they worked to get the centre licensed. They
then would be eligible for a subsidy, enabling them
to afford a full-time supervisor. Since that time, they
have added two morestaff people, and by this winter
they will probably have a fourth staff member.
Parents will no longer have to put in a half day a
week, except when they wish to.

There is a lot, I think, that we can learn from what
happened at SFU. It seems really necessary for
people to make clear to themselves what they want
from being a co-operative. If parents want a service

for themselves and time away from kids, then the
energy level will be necessarily low and the commit-
ment minimal. Thisis notreally a suitable environ-
ment in which to build a co-operative. And this is
what happened at SFU: parents were forced to use
the co-op because it was the only day care available.
Since they had no other choice, they resented being
required to put in 3-hours a week for their shift. Ob-
viously, cooperation cannot be legislated by making
it compulsory for parents to spend an allotted time
working at the centre.

Also, parents didn’t agree about how to look after
kids, nor were they willing tor work out these
disagreements. If a parents’ co-op is to work, the
people involved have to agree either on a set of prin-
ciples on child care (i.e. cooperation, non-
interference) or they have to at least be committed to
working out a common agreement to child-rearing
over time. All this means a lot of meetings, time, and
hassles. 4

But after all is said, everythinig at SFU is not lost
and hopeless. It still is one of the most open centres
around; parents probably know the staff better than
at most places. They are involved in a hassle right
now with the administration and government
because they have 100 kids on the waiting list (50
people want care for under 3's), and hope in the
future to establish a whole range of services at SFU:
a centre for kids over three and under three, a drop-
in service for people who need only occasional care
and possibly a family care place in the married
residences. If they succeed in any of these, they will
be one of the first organizations in B.C. to provide a
really adequate ramge of co-ordinated services for
the people they are servicing. And-that would be
something.
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“One thing we stand Jor is free daycare: free in
the sense thart we Sfeel it’s the kind of service
governments should provide so that women, as
well as men, can participate fully in our society
in any way they choose. It should not be a ser-
vice limited only to those people who need or
want to “work”, as thar term has traditionally
been defined. Reading, making clay pots, con-

. versation, travelling or struggling against social
injustice, to mention only a few, should also
qualify as legitimate reasons Jor the respon-
sibility of children to be shared by society as
well as by individuals.”

The Women’s Liberation Cooperative Day Care Centre
began operation on September 22, 1969. Ten or fifteen
women, a subgroup of the Toronto Women’s Liberation
Movement, had been meeting over the summer to talk about
the socialization of children and the problems of working
mothers in regard to arranging care for their children. One
group was influenced by the example set by the women at

Simon Fraser Uni\f;arsity (The SFU Family Coop Centre,

Campus Community Co-op Day Care Centre: A Hand-
book on how It Began and How it Works. Write to Cam-
pus Community Co-op Day Care Centre, 12 Sussex Avenue,
Toronto, Ontario. 15 cents a copy.

FOROLE0: FE CRARYS GRRRIIITY GBHURRE

OUR BEGINNINGS

During the summer of ’69, we made preparatory surveys The University, however, refused to pay tor the costs. In the
which revealed the particular lack of care for children un- Spring of 1970, we - parents and our friends - occupied the
der two years of age. Good day care facilities existed in Senate chambers at the University until the administration
Toronto only for the wealthy. We found there were only agreed to pay the full cost of alterations. The crisis drew
two day centres for children under two, both with long together parents, volunteers, staff people and others syms
waiting lists, and both costing approximately $100 a month. pathetic to our cause in extremely good ways. We hope that
Particular need and interest was shown by students and em- : any future crisis, such as the refusal of the Day Nurseries
ployees at the University of Toronto. We asked the Univer- Branch to license our centre after more than a year of
sity to provide a space for a centre. The administration -~ negotiations, will also bring us together in good ways.
refused, thereby denying any responsibility or interest in At the moment, there are 15 to 20 children in attendance,
helping us set up a centre. . . so we occupied a vacant from 2 months to 2 years of age. Some are full-time (5 days
university-owned house at 12 Sussex Avenue, moved in with a week, from 8 a.m. to 6 p-m.), others come only part-time.
the kids, and informed the university that we were, in fact, The parents pay as much as they can afford. We need about
there. After long negotiations, the rent was reduced from $30 a month per child to cover €xpenses, some parents con-
$200 a month to $60 a month. tribute more when they can. There are two full-time coor-
Another struggle with the University occurred with a con- dinators who have worked a year at the centre as volunteers "

frontation over renovation costs. When the Day Nurseries before they were hired. Six staff members are on duty at all
Branch of the provincial government found out about the times, and there are also 30 to 40 volunteers, mostly univer-
centre’s existence, they phoned to tell us that we needed a sity people with free-time. and they and the parents con-
license to operate. In the course of time, having filled out tribute a half-day each as their schedules permit. Since we
all the forms, we were visited by fire and health inspectors. are located close to the University, where more than half
The fire inspectors demanded some costly alterations, the parents work or study, many mothers and fathers come

£ which we agreed should be done for the safety of the kids. at lunch time to play with and feed the kids.
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Our centre operates cooperatively. Parents and interested
individuals direct the centre through bi-weekly meetings, in
which we discuss our concerns about, and ideas for, the
children, as well as the program and philosophy behind
what we’re doing. There is no “boss” of the centre; policy,
ideology, including the mundane aspects of daily
organization, are arrived at through discussion between
‘members. Each member is equally responsible for for-
mulating new ideas at meetings and for implementing them
in the day-to-day work of the centre. We liope that we shall
be able to expand our present operation, and, using the ex-
perience gained by the organization of the centre, that wes
shall be able to assist other community groups and in-
terested people in the city to organize similarly.

COMMUNAL RESPONSIBILITY

We have been encouraging parents to se€ our day care
centre as more than a drop-off babysitting service, and to
become involved by thinking and talking about the
problems we face in caring for our kids. In the city, where
we are under many roofs, separated by awkward distances,
involved in different personal concerns and domestic
situations, it's not easy to build the kind of community we
want. We feel that a parent-controlled, cooperative day care
centre should be a community which, in a sense, becomes a
family, with everyone in that community sharing respon-
sibility for the children and the kids relating freely as in-
dividuals to each other and to adults.

We are trying to make this philosophy a daily reality. It
meansthatall of us who are part of the centre, as well as the
natural parents, care for a child. So,4f a parent’s child 1s
playing happily while -another is crying for her bottle, the
parent’s responsibility lies with the crying child.

We feel kids can relate to each other as individuals. Two
common situations which are hard to deal with are one
child hitting another, and a child taking a toy from another.
We try to let the kids handle their own conflicts, and com-
plete any interaction they begin without interfering, as long
as the children involved are approximately the same age
and size. Kids, even at a very early age, can usually help
themselves by moving away from the situation, ignoring it,
or defending themselves. Through handling their own con-
flicts, the kids have learned to communicate with each other
on their own ground, without the intruding help of an
adult.

One way we try to avoid becoming a drop-off - pick-up
service is we ask parents who come for their kids to lie
down for about fifteen minutes and relax with the children
and the other parents here. After a usually hectic day of
work or study, those fifteen minutes help both parents and
kids to recontact each other, and pay attention to the
other’s feelings after a long day’s separation.’

In one of our rooms we have covered one wall with
chalkboard paint. This space is used for adults to make
notes about the children’s schedules, behavior, and special
things that happened during the day, and the kids use the
lower half of the wall to draw on. When a parent comes in,
she or he can look at the board and find out and share
what’s been happening in the centre. Also, there is not any
strict scheduling at 12 Sussex, but most babies have a daily
schedule. Since no one worker is responsible for a single
child, these schedule charts make sure that every child’s
physical needs are cared for.

We feel our centre has accomplished much in a very short
time. It is providing men with an opportunity to learn
about, and be responsible for, infants. The children are
learning they can be sensitively cared for by adults other
than their mothers and fathers. Parents are learning the
same thing. Through our centre, a few women have been
able to fulfill themselves as individuals outside the home
and family. Most important, the kids have created a com-
munity of their own.

LICENSING STRUGGLES

While we have fulfilled all other regulations regarding
licensing procedures, the Day Nurseries Branch is
withholding our license because of our refusal to hire a

~professionally qualified supervisor. In the beginning, we did

hire several “qualified” staff people. We were looking for
three things: that the people have a relaxed manner, an
ability to deal with a flexible programme, and, most impor-
tant, that in looking after the children, they consider them-
selves the equals of the parents and volunteers. There have
been several changes in staff throughout the centre’s
operation, but what is apparent to us all who have been ac-
tive at the centre is that the question of the staff person’s
previous training in a professional course has been
irrelevant so far as fitting her or him to implement the
policy decisions decided on by the parents,and tonotrelate
to the kids as a “trained” supervisor, for in courses, heor
she mustread books thathavea strong emphasis on a child’s
learning through the authority of one adult. Learning is
treated as an essentially verbal, non-social process of one
adult identifying and naming for the child the objects
around her. In the supervisor training courses, young
children are viewed as fundamentally anti-social beings
who relate primarily to one central, mother substitute
figure, not to other children or adults.

Our experience has led us to quite different conclusions.
We find that even children under a year are very social
beings who touch and laugh and talk with each other, who
are naturally curious and loving towards each other. In-
stead of having one adult interpret and identify the world
for the child, we try to make possible for him or her to
learn by exploring it for herself and by experiencing it with -
other people in an informal, social way. We think that lear-
ning the smell and sound and feel of an object is more im-
portant than learning its name. Learning how to laugh with
other people—both those one’s own size and bigger ones —
is more important than learning about things.

We now have two full-time staff members, each of whom
has been involved with the centre from its inception, who
enjoy the full confidence of all those participating in the
cooperative. Despite this, the Day Nurseries Branch insists
that neither of these people can be certified as “qualified”.
It seems obvious to us that it ought to be members of the
cooperative and not the Day Nurseries Branch, who have
the right to decide this matter. We believe, as parents, that
the centres we ourselves create and control can do a better
job of looking after our children than those centres
designed as commercial institutions, or those centres set up
by government agencies. We know ourselves that many
women experience feelings of guilt in handing over their
children to the care of others, a feeling that comes, at least
in part, from knowing that they have no real say about what
happens to their child during the 9 or 10 hours each day
they are away from their child.

Moreover, when parents place their child in a commer-
cial or government centre, they are putting that child in the
hands of people whose interest in the child is professional
and/or commercial, someone who is not a member of their
community. Often parents are intimidated by the “expert”,
feel awkward and afraid that they wil} pick their child up
“the wrong way”, or be labelled “bad parents” for
something the child has done or failed to do.

[

Parents, and parents alone, have the right to decide who
will care for their children. In a parent-controlled centre,
we need not feel that we are handling our children over to
someone else to care for but, instead, we are a part of a
community which is caring for all its children, ours in-
cluded. P
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“If you got eight parents involved in a child care program,
You got nine different theories of child-rearing.”— Norm Levi

You've heard that before, right? You might even Other reasons for “failure” of such cooperative ef-
have experienced it before — with some group that forts, the reasons reflected in hassles among the
was attempting to organize a cooperative free school parents, are more obscure. Such as our social con-
or children’s centre. ditioning to perform as competitive individuals in

It’s not surprising that many parents’ and com- individual or group efforts. Such as the private
munity groups fail to set up the ‘child care property games we've learned to play most intensely
Cooperatives they set out to form. There are, after when it comes to our own private money and our
all, so many reasons for them to fail.(What.is sur- = own private children. Such as the hierarchies of
prising is that many succeed.) power, authority, and specialization which in-

Some of the reasons for “failure” are blatant dividuals in our society get plugged into or out of —
eénough — such as, people can get BUSTED FOR those structures which define one’s personal “worth”
OPERATING UNLICENSED CHILD CARE according to a ranking of functions.

“facilities” and most cooperative arrangements are All the reasons for “failure” are connected —
unlicenseable according to the terms of B.C.’s “com- they’'re workings of that (capitalist) social-political-
munity care facilities™ licenses. Sooner or later a €conomic environment which happens to structure
group eperating a cooperative centre will find' out our lives, our work (and non-work), and our human
that they've been doing so “illegally.” * This brings relationships. And we don’t have to pe Structured in
confusion and external pressure upon the group the ways we are.

which already has its struggles. The options for the The very things in our society that militate against
people ‘involved are to continue to operate people cooperating on a shared egalitarian basis are
“illegally”; to stop operating altogether: to attempt the very reasons we need to try — together —- to
to get a license — with or without an attempt to reshape our social environment for ourselves, our
change licensing policy. If they go the third route, it children and their future. And they’'re the same
means a long harrowing experience which can either reasons we need more parent and local community
break the group — or make the group, into a quite involvement in the design and operation of our child
different group. If outside professionals are in- care and school programs. The kind of involvement
troduced to supervise the centre (and the parents), which our provincial government and many of our
often, depending upon the professionals, parent  established child care professionals have not been
cooperation and involvement are totally deem- willing to confer upon us (it’s theirs to give?).
phasized. *SEE p- 53, Day Care and the Law

CONRITIONED TO COMPETE

In school we were ranked with gold stars (more or less or none), 1.Q.
scores, and grades (A,B,C,D, or Failure). These clearly established our
position in relation to our peers as judged by one “impartial” authority at a
time. In work, our salaries, promotions, and demotions clearly rank our
position in relation to our fellow workers, while our particular type of labor
or non-labor has its own status. Numbers, letters, and dollar figures identify
where we fit on the superior-inferior scales by which society judges its in-
dividual members’ social “worth”.

Sometimes some of us can climb up the'scales — getting on top of most
people. Or we can fall down or be down under many people. That is, we can
“succeed,” “make it,” and win or we can “fail” and lose. As individuals we
constantly compete with our. peers, our fellow workers, our sisters and
brothers. We've been trained to compete against our fellows — who wants to

: be left behind or under to eat their dust? But are those of us who have tasted
society’s rewarding pellets for our “superior” performances certain that we
haven’t been eating dust, too? The rules of competition rule all of us.

Before school has the chance to lay these rules formally on 5 and 6 year
old children, many parents do so less directly on their 2, 3, and 4 year olds.
The “My kid’s the brightest kid on the block” trip starts early, pushing that
kid to perform “brightly”. Then there’s the “My kid’s gonna have everything
I didn’t have” trip which is also a “My kid’s gonna be better than me” trip
which is also an “I (in my kid) need to be better than me” trip.
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Social games of competition are perpetuated among our children in order
that they survive socially and emotionally as individuals in our harsh, com-

_ petitive society — or so we'rationalize. And so we perpetuate that society,

the harshness and competitiveness of which ultimately serves only a few “top
dogs.” (As long as all us individuals out here in the “masses” are competing
against each other, we aren’t gonna become a people together enough to
threaten or change the same old power/authority structures that divide and
conquer us). :

While cooperatives in general are often deliberate attempts to break cir-
cles of competition (in production, consumption, or in people services),
elements of individual competitiveness for leadership or strong influences
within the group can often break down cooperatives. Individual views and
their differences may well be stressed at the expense of the cooperative prin-
ciples agreed upon by the group. And such views may polarize simply as a
part of the politics of jockeying positions within the group. For an in-
dividual conditioned to compete with individuals, it’s easy to enter a collec-
tive effort expecting the group to do it his or her way. Degrees of
“ideological purity” “ego-tripping”, and political pride might well get in-
volved. “Compromise” is often a dirty word. There may be splits into fac-
tions, splits within factions, then splits within individuals, leaving the
original group fractured and drained. And aside from all that, the (at least
initial) time-consuming sessions required to work things out in the group by
the group may end up dissipating the original energies of the co-operative,
while leaving some individuals alienated from the process.

Parent co-operatives are no exception. And how could they be? We
haven’t been encouraged to co-operate with our peers. We've only been en-
couraged to ‘“‘cooperate” with those t6 whom we are somehow subordinate,

when it seems that for the sake of our jobs, our grades, our prestige, even our-

survival, it’s in our interest to do so. Some parent co-operatives eventually
opt for the more comfortable structure of a more traditional day care centre.
Bored hassling each other, they hire a professional authority to enter the
scene to tell them what to do. Or better, they hire him/her to direct and
make more effective their discussions and practice. A sensitive supervisor or
coordinator might well make the scheme blossom. Such changes don’t have
to mean the “failure” of the co-op.

MRSS INBIVIBUALISMA

Along with competiton, our “free enterprise” society protects “in-
dividualism.” What kind of “individualism” is it that pits individuals against
one another? Basically, the same kind that we demonstrate when we pur-
chase Brand X instead of Brand Y, or Brand Y instead of Brand X (which
are the same, after all - lousy). Individualism as we are trained to live it is an
empty myth all wrapped up in expensive packaging. And we're paying a lot
for the peddling and the packaging. :

It’s not as if we're secure as “‘self-reliant” individuals in our public or our
private. lives. Our private zones of money and kids are . unshared
psychological burdens. We relate to these so privately that we can’t know if
we're “right” and others are “wrong” about kids. To resolve the doubt we
need to keep proving that we’re on top of the situation. So we're uptight and
defensive/offensive about our money, our kids, our feelings — all very
private property.
~ It’s hard to admit and confront such problems with peers who, too, are
defensive about their similar problems. It's easier to assert an “individual”
view on child-rearing, stressing how it differs from those of other parents.
And it's easier to give authority to an external ‘objective’ expert. One of the
ironies in the Russian system of social child care is that while kids are being
conditioned to co-operate equally in groups, parents are only allowed to
“cooperate” with the child care authorities from subordinate positions.

Families in our society are burdened, psychologically, privately. And the
weight falls most squarely on all the isolated mothers in their isolated
houses and apartments where child-rearing primarily happens. Moms have
to prove not only to society, but to their husbands and/or themselves as well
that they’re on top of parenthood — that they're good mothers. (“Good
Mothers” still has a way of meaning women who devote their entire minds,
souls, and bodies to the raising of their children.) If they’re not “good”
moms like that, and no woman can be or should have to be, they can get
guilty and even more defensive of their doubts and their private parenthood.
Which isn’t good for kids or moms.
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The cycle of guilt-obsession-resentment can be relentless for mothers out
of-contact with other parents feeling the same ways. The pheénomenon of the
“battered child” is not a rarity springing from poor, “drunken”, “ignorant”
mothers/fathers. It’s happering a lot, and in rich homes, more and less
educated families, “good” homes and “bad” homes.

The patterns of very private family lives tend to get tighter and tighter —
often because the parents are riddled with doubt and burdened with enor-

mous problems which they’re made
really important to remember that th
sons acting them out, but by social ci

to feel are of their own making. It is

patterns are not created by the per-

rcumstances that often make them

inevitable. Today’s family, particularly the single-parent family, needs
imaginative and flexible child care programs that assist them ‘and involve

them.

And parents need to talk to parents, not just to social workers and assor-
ted experts. Parent participation in organized child care is possible to some
degree for all parents, given that our child care programs make room for
them and their ideas. Full parent cooperatives are not possible or desirable
“for all families. But where people want to make them work, they should be
given every social and official encouragement.

Most working girls happily assume that they will
work only until their first baby arrives . Often I
see pregnant girls at work whose expectations are so
high and so happy. The other girls give the young
mother a baby shower, the beginning of her new con-
sumer role. When she finally leaves they send cards.
She might visit her old work place once or twice to
show off her baby. At first it feels good to be away
from a job that was probably poorly paid and dreary.
But then, somehow, everybody forgets about her.
Very soon she finds herself cut off from the outside
world. Lonely and bored in her apartment with her
baby, she senses that the rest of the world is going on
without her. She begins to wonder why it is that she
is not happy. Something is wrong, but she isnot sure
what it is. Isn’t it true that having a baby is the most
fulfilling event in a woman’s life? Didn’t everything
her mother and the magazines told her all life lead
up to this? The clothes and dates and proms in high
school, the wedding, the love between herself and
her husband - didn’t all of these culminate in the
birth of her baby?

Why then dges she feel those vague doubts about
her own child? Why is she so irritable and resentful
of her husband? She never wanted to be a nag and a
bitch. She wants to be like the pretty and loving
young mothers pictured in the women’s magazines.
Her confusion is increased by the fact that at times it
is like the magazines. In spite of her fears it really

was exciting to feel her baby move inside her. She is
beginning to forget the fear and pain of the birth and
the treatment she got in the hospital. She really did
feel proud and happy when she saw her littie baby for
the first time.

Sometimes she stands beside the crib and watches
her sleeping baby and is overcome by love for him or.
her. She would not give up her baby for anything.
But why then is the love clouded by doubt and guilt?
Why does she also spend so much time standing at
the window? What is wrong with her that she
sometimes secretly wishes she had never had the
baby? Perhaps she is not maternal enough. Maybe
she is sick because she doesn’t love her baby. She
knows she has been acting crazy enough lately,
crying so much for no reason and screaming at her
husband. The doctor might prescribe some
tranquilizers. Her husband is beginning to stay at the
beer parlour to keep away from her and the baby.

They never thought it would be like this. They
used to dream about having a family together, and
neither of them thought it wouid be this way. Their
love hasn’t lasted. Perhaps she isn’t pretty enough
anymore, or their apartment isn’t nice enough. If
only her husband made more money so that they
could buy the things that would make both her and
the apartment more like the picturest in the
magazines, they would be in love again.

Melody Killian

CORMUNITY NOUSES

. What we want is day care that will help people BE with their kids and
not just away from them: that will fill the gap between the kind of in-

stitutional (i.e., professional and stand

ardized) centres we have now and

the traditional nuclear family unit of mother-father-child; that is part of
building a new definition of community, an extension of the family, a
social sharing of child care responsibilities.

Kids shouldn’t be shuntedaway in church basements for ten hours a day
with some professional care giver anymore than they should be made to sit
quietly for six hours a day, ten months of the year, in school rooms. If we
are to change day care as it is, if we are to create a society where kids’
needs are really considered, we will have to start now by building day care
that is integrated with other activities of the community. This doesn’t have
to mean that parents will have to put in so many hours a week at the cen-
tre. But it does mean that centres would be open to parents and friends at
all times and that the kind of environments there would depend more on
people’s ability to cooperate than on the professional competence of the

supervisors.




For example, a child care centre could well be part of a community
house where there was something for all members of the family, as well as
for the young and old people in the area. There could be a carpentry shop
or a darkroom in the basement, maybe an information centre and a food
co-op station on the second floor. In the evenings there could be a drop-in
centre for teenagers, a games night for older people, yoga classes, etc. The
kids could learn from and work with the other people using the house; they
would be part of a whole world and not segregated off all day in a special
classroom. They could help with the food co-op, learn yoga with their
parents (there would have to be enough staff so that the kids weren’t just in
the way, either). The house could help arrange babysitting for kids when
they were sick or their parents wanted a night out. There could even be a
clinic connected with the house so that the kids' health needs could be
handled collectively. The options are endless.

Along with a number of community houses it would be important to
have a child care resources centre with an equipment and library pool as
well as a pool of resource people, all to be available to the community
houses for help in setting up special programs and projects. Family day
care homes as well could benefit from such resource centres and might be
organized around them. New energy could thereby constantly be coming
into the community houses and family day care homes, while people with
different skills and ideas — e.g. in puppetry, toy-making. kids' theatre,
dance, etc. — would be able to meet and help each other.

We suggested such a scheme to Norm Levi but he didn’t go for it
Anything beyond paper work sounded too “exotic” to him. As far as he
was concerned, all we needed was one information centre for the Van-
couver area that gave out paper type information. Organizing community

houses and setting up their resource pools is a job the people will have to’

do themselves.

Community-controlled day care. where adult members of the com-
munity work in a cooperative, non-hierarchical structure. is part of the
general goal of a new community-controlled society. It is a challenge. too,
to the way most centres operate now where parents are largely exluded,
where staff relate to one another through hierarchical roles. Cooperation
among people services, including day care as integrated with other ser-
vices. is necessary to both creating and sustaining new communities
together enough and representative enough to build responsible collective
control over people’s lives.

Vancouver Rblic Library
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Philippe Aries, Centuries of Childhood. A
Social History of Family Life (New York:
Vintage Books, Random House, 1962) $3.50.

“For a long time it was believed that the
family constituted the ancient basis of our
society, and that, starting in the eighteenth
century, the progress of liberal in-
dividualism had shaken and weakened it.
The history of the family in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries was supposed to be
that of a decadence; the frequency of divor-
ces and the weakening of marital and pater-
nal authority were seen as so many signs of
its decline. The study of modern
demographic phenomena led me to a com-
pletely contrary conclusion. It seemed to
me (and qualified observers have come to
share my conclusions) that on the contrary it
had perhaps never before exercised so much
influence over the human condition. I then
went on to wonder, not whether it was on the
decline, but whether it has ever been as
strong before, and even whether it had been
in existence for a long time.”

“Generally speaking [in the middle ages]
transmission from one generation to the next
was insured by the everyday participation of
children in adult life. This explains the
mingling of children and adults ... even in
classes of the colleges where one would have
expected to find a more homogeneous
distribution of the ages. Everyday life con-
stantly brought together children and adults
in trade and craft ... In short, wherever
people worked, and also where they amused
themselves, even in taverns of ill repute,
children were mingled with adults. In this
way they learnt the art of living from
everyday contact ... In these circumstances,
the child soon escaped from his own family,
even if he later returned to it when he had
grown up. Thus the family at that time were
unable to nourish a profound existential at-
titude between parents and children. This
does not mean that the parents did not love
their children, but they ¢ared about them
less for themselves, for the affection they
felt for them, than for the contribution
those children could make to the common
task. The family was a moral and social,
rather than a sentimental, reality.”

“In medieval society the idea of childhood
did not exist; this is not to suggest that
children were neglected, forsaken and
despised. The idea of childhood is not to be
confused with affection for children: it
corresponds to an awareness of the par-
ticular nature of childhood, that particular
nature which distinguishes the child from
the adult, even the young adult. In medieval
society this awareness was lacking. That is
why, as soon as the child could live without
the constant solicitude of his mother, his
nanny or his cradle rocker, he belonged to
adult society.”

The greatest significance of Centuries of Childhood is that it helps to put
schools in their proper perspective. What it tells about is that kids haven’t
always been kids. Up until the end of the Middle Ages they were treated as -
small adults. It i$ only in the last 500 years that gradual changes in family
life have brought about the separation of adults from children splitting open
what is now called “the generation gap”. This gradual separation coincided
with the growth of the nuclear family, of technology, industrialism, and ur-
banization; in short, with the growth of capitalism. And the growth of
capitalism coincided with the rise of the middle class.

The kind of compulsory schooling we put kids through today did not
come about over night; nor did it come about because of some specialized
social need. Like most historical events it gradually grew out of a variety of
needs, but, interestingly enough, a variety of needs experienced solely by the
middle class which, from the fifteepth century onwards, found itself at the
centre of a whirlwind of social change that swept it into power, replacing
kings and princes by democratic governments, challenging the Catholic
Church with a Protestant Reformation, creating cities by destroying farms,
destroying home industry by creating factories.

To maintain its position of dominance and to facilitate its rise to power,
the middle class had to cbpe with three important problems; the poor, the
breakup of the kinship family, and the education of the new middle-class
child.

From the fifteenth century onwards agricultural reform and industrialism,
incorporating the new capitalist ways of creating wealth, uprooted and ur-
banized large numbers of people, causing massive unemployment among an
ever-increasing number of “honest” poor no longer able to meke a living off
the land. This condition of constant mobility frcm farm to town along with
the strain for social mobility among the middle class—to break out and
make it on one’s own—led ultimately to the collapse of the kinship family.
The middle class, as a result was forced not only to cope with poverty and
social disorder among the poor, but to cope with the general breakdown of
family life.

The solution to this kind of anarchy was more discipline, more repression
in the hope of raising up generation after generation of young people com-
mitted to the values of the new society — to thrift, austerity, and hard work;
to a new society committed to the upliftment of mankind through the
production and acquisition of material goods. Cernrturies of Childhood is the
story of how the middle class, by creating a’'new conception of childhood,
undertook to solve these social problems with the help of a new repressive

form of schooling. . —George Smith

“In the eighteenth century, the family began

to hold society at a distance, to push it back
beyond a steadily extending zone of private
life. The organization of the house altered in
conformity with this new desire to keep the
world at bay. It became the modern type of
house, with rooms which were independent
because they opened on to a corridor. While
they still communicated with each other,
people were no longer obliged to go through
them all to pass from one to another. It has
been said that comfort dates from this
period; it was born at the same time as
domesticity, privacy and isolation, and it
was one of the manifestations of these
phenomena. There were no longer beds all
over the house. The beds were confined to
tht bedrooms ... This specialization of the
rooms, in the middle class and nobility to
begin with, was certainly one of the greatest
changes in everyday life.”

/Q’Sig'}iév;z?



X

® Adams, Paul, Leila Berg, Nan Berger, et al., Children's
Rights - Toward the Liberation of the Child, New York:
Praeger. 1971,
A good collection of essays, including a short history of
free schools and a chapter on children and the law.

®Bartholemew, Carol, Most of Us are Mainly Mothers, New
York: Macmillan Co., 1966. In the public library.

Aside from the irritating sexism that dots her pages, Ms.
Bartholemews’s book is fun to read. She’s talking about
there being so much absurdity involved in raising kids. The
book is refreshing because it cuts under a lot of the. mother-
hooa mystique, and it’s funny because it makes you laugn.

® Eda La Shan's book, How to Survive Parenthood (New
York: Random House, 1965) is\similar. She stresses that
parents need to think of themselves as people first, and not
Just as somebody’s parent. Both books are attempts to re-
balance the overemphasis of theories on' “correct’and self-
conscious methods of child rearing.

® Bettelheim, Bruno, Children of the Dream, New York:
Macmillan, 1969.
- Accountslof Israeli communal child rearing on the kibbytz.
® Cooper, David, The Death of the Family, New York: Pan-
theon Books, 1970, 145 PP-, $5.95. Available in the library.
Cooper writes passionately and thoughtfully on his ideas
on families and how they, as presently structured, must
come to an end. He describes institutions in the larger
society as macrocosms of the nuclear family with its
limiting “authoritarian structures, and presents his ideas of
more lasting and worthwhile communal living
arrangements. He sees madness as related to love and to rev-
olution, and thereby attacks most traditional psychiatric
work as now practiced.
® Goodman, Mary Ellen, The Culture of Childhood: A
Child’s ‘Eye View of Society and Culture, New York:
Teacher’s College : Press, Columbia University, 1970.
® Hunt, ‘David, Purents ‘and  Children in History: the
Psychology of Family Life in Modern France, New York:
Basic Books, 1970. 196 pp-, $6.95.
Using the works of Philippe Aries and Erik Erikson as a
base, Hunt attempts to combine psychology with history in

his study of marriage, childhood, and family relationships

in seventeenth century France.
® Laing, R.D., Politics of the Family, CBC Learning Systems,
‘Hunter Rose Co., 1968. Published as the eighth annual
series of Massey Lectures by CBC.
" “Conventions are necessary. We can’t go around saying
that people are dead when €veryone can see they are alive,
or alive when they have been buried, or that the world is
crumbling when there it is, as everyone can see, there as
usual. At least, we can’t make such statements without
qualifying what we say. But if all (experience) that does not
fit (public event) is already disqualified, then we have to
make enormous efforts to tailor to shape and size if we are
to avoid serious trouble. . . This is a matter of the politics of
the family.”
® Lee, Dorothy, Freedom and Culture, Prentice-Hall,, 1959.
Anthropological essays on child rearing. :
® Makerenko. AS.. The Collective Famity: A Handbook for
Russian Parents. Doubleday Anchor. 1968.

Makarenko combines fictitious but believable - short
stories of Russian kids in their families with his advice to
parents. without sounding like just another-social worker.
Very good reading. Chapters include “The Large Family”
(the advantages of such a family through collective sharing
and responsibility). “Maternal Self-Denial versus Self-
respect”, “Sex Education™, and more. An excerpt from his
introduction: “No problems of authority. freedom. and
discipline in the tamily collective can be solved by any ar-
tificially devised tricks or methods. The process of up-

30-Resding

bringing is a constant process, and its separate details fii
their solution in the general tone of the family. . .

® Mead, Margaret and M. Wolfenstein, Childhood in Con-
temporary Cultures, University of Chaicago Press, 1955.

® Minturn, Leigh, and William W. Lambert, Mothers of Six
Cultures: Antecedents of Child Rearing. New York: John
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964.

This book (the sequel to Beatrice Whitings, ed., §
Cultures in Child Rearing) is a factor analysis of the chi
rearing practices in six countries: Africa, the USs., it
Philippines, India, Japan, and Mexico. Cross cultural cor
parisons of the answers given by mothers during interview
and behavioral studies on individual children provided t}
research data. Examples of their findings; “The Ne
England (U.S.) mothers spend more time caring for bot
babies and older children than do any other mothers in ot
study”. . . “The U.S. sample ranks first on the proportio
of fathers who sometimes care for the children.”

® Ritter, Jean and Paul, The Free Family: Creative Ex-.
perience in Self-Regulation for Children. London:
Gollancz, 1959,

This book is unfortunately out of print, but we got i
through the UBC library. Highly recommend this book - :
very practical account of the Ritter family (five daughters
and what self-regulation means to their lives.

® Skolnick, Arlene and Jerome, Family in Transition, Little-
Brown, 1971.

An anthology on family styles and child rearing, in
cluding Norman Demzin's “The Work of Little Children”
and R.D. Laing’s, “Mystification and the Family”.

® Talbot, Toby. The World of Childhood:  Birth 1o
Adolescence from the Child's Vi(*wpoinl. Apchor, 1968.
. This book offers a wide selection of writings, including
an excerpt from Suttie's The Origin of Love and Hate, ar-
ticles by Phillippe Aries - “The Two Concepts ' of
Childhood™. Carl Jung, “Psychic Conflicts in a Child”,
Susan Isaacs, “Pfoperty and Possesiveness”, Martin Buber,
“On Education™, Otto Rank, “The Trauma of Birth”.

ON CHILDBIRTH :
® Boston Women’s Health Course Collective, Our Bodies -

Our Selves: A Course By and For Women, Boston: New
England Free Press, 1971, 136 . pp,. S 3 Copies are
available at a Woman’s Place, 1766 W. Boradway, or write
to: New England Free Press, 791 Tremont St., Boston,
Massachusettes, 02118, $.15 Extra for postage.

A very readable, clear and human “course’’ on ourselves =
anatomy, physiology, birth control,VD , pregnancy, women,
medicine ‘and capitalism, and more.

@ Hazzell, Lester D., Commonsense Childbirth, New York:
Tower Publications, 1969, $1.25.

“Ms. Hazzell writes from the personal experience of
having one child- under anaesthesia, another using the La
Maze Method, and a third child at home. The book covers
pregnancy, birth, and care of the newborn. It is gently
positive about husband coaching and breast feeding.”
(Whole Earth catalogue)

® Karmel, Marjorie, Thankyou, Dr. Lamaze - A Mother’s Ex-
periences in Painless Childbirth, Philadelphia: Lippincott,’
1959.

® A Vancouver Women's Health Booklet, written by the
collective effort of many women at: A Woman's Place, Van-
couver, B.C. Donation of $.25 per copy, obtained through
the Woman’s Place, 1766 W. Broadway., ;

Included: A detailed “Guide to Having a Baby in Van-
couver” - a survey done during last summer (l972) of
maternity care policies in Vancouver hospitals, a list of
places where you can get inexpensive food, cloth.mg, free
home help, a nutrition section, abortion information, sec-
tions on menopause, birth control, and lots more.



SAY GARE 3N B.C., OFFICIALLY SPEAKING ...
WRATS AVAILABLE SOMETINES, S0ME PLACES

“Day Care” refers to a variety of full day and part-time day services for young children.

Subsidies for parents who qualify can be arranged for any of the programs listed
below with the possible exceptions of child-minding and tot-lot programs. For fur-
ther information, see SUBSIDY, pp. 69-70.

FULL DAY CARE: Available,usually and approximately, from 7 a.m.to 6 p.m.

Family Day Care

* Most day care in B.C. is given privately by women in their
own homes.

* Technically, anybody who cares tor more than 2 children
unrelated by blood or marriage is required to license his/her
home as a “Community Care Facility” (or a “Welfare In-
stitution”).

* The license requires that no more than 5 preschool children
may be cared for full days in a family day care home (with no
more than 2 children under 3).

* The great majority of “family day care” homes are unlicen-
sed.
* Lunch and snacks are usually provided.

Group Day Care

* Group day care homes and day care centres provide care for
groups of 6 or more young children. Homes are licensed for up
to 12 kids, day care centres for up to 75.

* Group Full Day Care has been limited, by license, to
children 3 - 5 years old (see Under 3’s next page ).

* There are 125 licensed day care centres in B.C. as of Decem-
ber, 1972, 82 of which are in the lower mainland. (See provin-
cial list, p. 126).

* There are relatively few “group day care homes” in the
province although this is an expanding form of neighborhood-
based group “care.

* The number of staff (required) and present in group day care
facilities is one to every eight children aged 3-5, one to every
four children under 3.

* Lunch and snacks are usually provided.

Less than five-day a weck attendance in Full Day Care Programs:
It is now possible to send your child one to five days per
week to a Family Day Care Home or Group Day Care Centre
and still get subsidized, if you qualify, for that period.

PART TIME DAY CARE: Up to 4 hours per day

Preschools or Nursery Schools
* 'For children 3-6-years old.
* Child may attend (usually) either morning or afternoon
sessions of 2-3 hours, 2-3 days per week.

* There are approximately 100 licensed preschools in the
province, of which more than 75 are in the lower mainland
(see provincial list, p. 127).

10 to 40 children per preschool

* No meals are served at preschools.
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® Adams, Paul, Leila Berg, Nan Berger, et al., Children's
Rights - Toward the Liberation of the Child, New York:
Praeger. 1971, :
A good collection of essays, including a short history of
free schools and a chapter on children and the law.

®Bartholemew, Carol, Most of -Us are Mainl 'y Mothers, New
York: Macmillan Co., 1966. In the public library.

Aside from the irritating sexism that dots her pages, Ms.
Bartholemews’s book is fun to read. She’s talking about
there being so much absurdity involved in raising kids. The
book is refreshing because it cuts under a lot of the mother-
hood mystique, and it's funny because it makes you laugn.

® Eda La Shan's book, How to Survive Parenthood (New
York: Random House, 1965) is'similar. She stresses that
parents need to think of themselves as people first, and not
Just as somebody’s parent. Both books are attempts to }g-
balance the overemphasis of theories on' “correct’and self-
conscious methods of child rearing.

® Bettelheim, Bruno, Children of the Dream, New York:
~ Macmillan, 1969.
- Accountslof Israeli communal child rearing on the kibbytz.
. ® Cooper, David, The Death of the Family, New York: Pan-
theon Books, 1970, 145 PP $5.95. Available in the library.
Cooper writes passionately and thoughtfully on his ideas
on families and how they, as presently structured, must
come to an end. He describes institutions in the larger
society as macrocosms of the nuclear family with its
limiting ‘authoritarian structures, and presents his ideas of
more lasting and worthwhile communal living
arrangements. He sees madness as related to love and to rev-
olution, and thereby attacks most traditional psychiatric
work as now practiced.
® Goodman, Mary Ellen, The Culture of Childhood: A
Child’s Eye View of Society and Culture, New York:
Teacher’s College : Press, Columbia University, 1970.
® Hunt, ‘David, Puarents '‘and Children in History: the
Psychology of® Fumil y Life in Modern France. New York:
Basic Books, 1970. 196 pp., $6.95. :
Using the works of Philippe Aries and Erik Erikson as a
base, Hunt attempts to combine psychology with history in

his study of marriage, childhood, and family relationships

in seventeenth century France.
® Laing, R.D., Politics of the Family, CBC Learning Systems,
‘Hunter Rose Co., 1968. Published as the eighth annual
series of Massey Lectures by CBC.
~ “Conventions are necessary. We can’t go around saying
that people are dead when €veryone can see they are alive,
or alive when they have been ‘buried, or that the world is
crumbling when there it is, as everyone can see, there as
usual. At least, we can’t make such statements without
qualifying what we say. But if all (experience) that does not
fit (public event) is already disqualified, then we have to
make enormous efforts to tailor to shape and size if we are
to avoid serious trouble. . . This is a matter of the politics of
the family.” T .
® Lee. Dorothy. Freedom and Culture, Prentice-Hall, 1959.
Anthropological essays on child rearing. :
® Makerenko. AS.. The Collective Famity: A Handbook for
Russian Parents . Doubleday Anchor. 1968.

Makarenko combines fictitious  but believable  short
stories of Russian kids in their families with his advice to
parents. without sounding like Just another social worker.
Very good reading. Chapters include “The Large Family”
(the advantages of such a family through collective sharing
and responsibility). “Maternal Self-Denial versus  Self-
respect”, “Sex Education®. and morc. An excerpt from his
introduction: “No problems of authority. freedom. and
discipline in the family collective can be solved by any ar-
tificially devised tricks or methods. The process of up-
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bringing is a constant process, and lits ‘separate details find
their solution in the general tone of the family. . .7

® Mead, Margaret and M. Wolfenstein, Childhood in Con-
temporary Cultures, University of Caicago Press, 1955.

® Minturn, Leigh, and William W. Lambert, Mothers of Six
Cultures: Antecedents of Child Rearing, New York: John
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964. ;

This book (the sequel to Beatrice Whitings, ed.; Six
Cultures in Child Rearing) is a factor analysis of the child
rearing practices in six countries: Africa, the US., the
Philippines, India, Japan, and Mexico. Cross cultural com-
parisons of the answers given by mothers during interviews,
and behavioral studies on individual children provided the
research data. Examples of their findings; “The New
England (U.S.) mothers spend more time caring for both
babies and older children than do any other mothers in our
study”. . . “The US. sample ranks first on the proportion
of fathers who sometimes care for the children.”

® Ritter, Jean and Paul, The Free Family: Creative Ex-
perience in Self-Regulation for Children. London:
Gollancz, 1959, :

This book is unfortunately out of print, but we got it
through the UBC library. Highly recommend this book - a
very practical account of the Ritter family (five daughters)
and what self-regulation means to their lives.

® Skolnick, Arlene and Jerome, Family in Transition, Little-
Brown, 1971.

An anthology on family styles and child rearing, in--
cluding Norman Demzin's “The Work of Little Children”,
and R.D. Laing’s, “Mystification and the Family”.

® Talbot, Toby, The World: of Childhood: Birth 1o
Adolescence from the Child’s Viewpoint, Apchor, 1968.
This book offers a wide sélection of writings, including
an excerpt from Suttie's The Origin of Love and Huate, ar-
ticles by Phillippe Aries - “The Two Concepts of
Childhood™, Car] Jung, “Psychic Conflicts in a Child”,
Susan Isaacs, “Property and Possesiveness”, Martin Buber,
“On Education”, Otto Rank, “The Trauma of Birth”.

ON CHILDBIRTH 3
® Boston Women'’s Health Course Collective, Qur Bodies -

Our Selves: A Course By and For Women, Boston: New
England Free Press, 1971, 136 pp., $.30. Copies are
available at a Woman’s Place, 1766 W, Boradway, or write |
to: New England Free Press, 791 Tremont St., Boston,
Massachusettes, 021 18, $.15 Extra for postage.

A very readable, clear and human “course” on ourselves -
anatomy, physiology, birth control,VD, pregnancy, women,
medicine and capitalism, and more. g

@ Hazzell, Lester > 44 Commonsense Childbirth. New York:
Tower Publications, 1969, $1.25.

“Ms. Hazzell writes from the personal experience of
having one child- under anaesthesia, another using the La
Maze Method, and a third child at home. The book covers
pregnancy, birth, and care of the newborn. It is gently
positive about husband coaching and breast feeding.”
(Whole Earth catalogue)

® Karmel, Marjorie, Thankyou, Dr_ Lamaze - 4 Mother’s Ex-
periences in Painless Childbirth, Philadelphia: Lippincott,’
1959. 3

® A Vancouver Women's Health Booklet, written by the
collective effort of many women at: A Woman'’s Place, Van-
couver, B.C. Donation of $.25 per copy, obtained through
the Woman’s Place, 1766 W. Broadway..

Included: A detailed “Guide to Having a Baby in Van-
couver” - a survey done during last summer (1972) of
maternity care policies in Vancouver hospitals, a list of
places where you can get inexpensive food, clothing, free
home help, a nutrition section, abortion information, sec-
tions on menopause, birth control, and lots more.



(Private) Kindergartens

* Private kindergartens are sometimés available where local

public schools do not provide them.
- * For children 5-6 years old.

* Child may attend (usually) either morning or afternncon
sessions of 3-4 hours, 3-5 days per week.

_* There are approximately 210 licensed private kindergartens
in the province, 125 of which are in the lower mainland.
Out-of-Schoel Day Care

* Sometimes referred to as “After School” or “Latch-Key”
programs. (Set up for the care of school children whose
parents-are working).

* For children 6-12 years old
* Usually provided in family day care homes or group day care
~ facilities. :

. ' Service of up to 4 hours a day during the school term and up
to 10 hours a day during school holidays.

_ ~ * Lunches ’usually served.
- Child-Minding
* For children 2-6 years old.
* Child attends up to 3 hours a day, no more than 2 days per
week.
* No meals are served.
** Facilities vary.

* We have no figures on the number of “child-minding”

programs in the province. It is a little known category of licen-
sed child care. :

Tot-Lot Program

* Outdoor playground programs for children of any preschool
age.,

* Supervision arranged by mutual agreement of parents who
are completely responsible for the care of their children.

* If program moves indoors, it becomes subject to licensing
regulations.

* We have no figures on the number of such programs.

The above categories and definitions have basically been
devised and regulated by the province’s Community Care
Facilities Licensing Division. Imaginative variations (licensed
and unlicensed) on these forms of child care are springing up in
local communiti¢és. Check around your area for what we don’t
know about.

0.

B2- What's Availobie

IN-HOME CARE

“In-Home-Care” i1s a term used by
the government to define subsidized
regular babysitting in your own home,
Up until last summer, there was no
provision for subsidized care of
children in their home. Now it is
available, but only to working mothers
in “special circumstances” — e.g., the
child cannot be removed from his/her
home; no other day care is available,
etc. A mother who works shifts should
have no problem getting the in-home
subsidy, given she qualifies finan-
cially.

Under the new scheme parents, then, :

can be subsidized at the Family Day

Care rate to hire a babysitter to work |

in their home. The maximum subsidy
will be $75 a month per child, and the
same sliding scale formula will apply
as for other forms of child care.

The government did not initiate this
program which only came about after a
group of single (working) mothers got
together, wrote a brief and made their
complaints known to the City of Van-
couver and to the provincial govern-
ment. Two of the mothers in the group
would have been forced to quit their
jobs if the government hadn’t acted
upon the situation. Two other mothers
in the group had already given their
children to foster parents in order to
keep their jobs.

The government agreed to their
proposals as a pilot project — one
which has been very successful in
helping working women, particularly
those women who work evenings or
split shifts.

The methods of payment for In-
Home care are only now being
established. Direct inquiries to your
local Dept. of Rehabilitation and
Social Improvement or to your provin-
cial Day Care Information Centre.
BABYSITTING
OUTSIDE THE HOME

Regwlar “babysitting” in a home
other than your own may be specially
approved for day care subsidization at
the Family Day Care rate if the
babysitter takes in no more than two
children. If, however, she has two or
more small children of her own, she
may be required to get a Family Day
Care license. That's a much more com-
plicated process than getting the
special approval (sce p.66).

A home is approved for g babysit-
ting subsidy by a social worker from
some recognized agency who (usually)
makes only one visit.



WHRT’S NOT AVAILABLE NOW

GROUP CARE
FOR e
CHILDREN
UNDER
THREE

COOR-
DINATED,
QUALITY
FAMILY
DAY CARE

PROGRAMS

24 HOUR
DAY CARE

USER-

CONTROLLED

CHILD CARE
SERVICES

@ ‘B.C.’s day care licensing legislation regulates group facilities for children aged 3-5 only. Group day
care centres for children younger than 3 are (almost always) considered ‘“uniicensable” and not
“legal” Still ( After all our work and all their promises, she said). The only relatively established,
subsidized, group day care centres which serve the very young are located at Vancouver's two univer-
sities and its City College and in association with Selkirk College in Castlegar (see p. 126). For in-
novations, it apparently takes professors and professors husbands/wives to get real hearings from the
Proper Authorities.

Family day care is “legitimate” for infants and toddlers; in fact, it is lauded by the Authorities as the
best possible day care for them. Behind their praise and their theoretical rationale is the simple
economic fact that, for government, family day care as is in B.C. is heap (see pp. 87-88).

But many people see more value in good group care for the very young than in the exploited
“woman down the street” who “takes in kids.” New centres for ‘under 3's’ and ‘under 2’s’ are springing
up off-campus — not, of course, without struggle (see pp. 2-3). ;

@® Family day care “mothers,” whether licensed or not, work isolated from one another — without any

form of organization to protect them as workers, without any Child Development resource services
people to assist and support them in their work. Their hours are long, their “‘wages” low. Some family
day care situations are warm, stimulating environments for the growing preschooler. Many are not.
Some are downright dangerous. :

Attempts are being made to improve family day care (not by government). In the Nelson district, a
local day care committee has organized some family day care homes into a coordinated program sup-
portive to the community and to the workers themselves (Cathleen Smith’s TOGETHER, see reference
p- 80, describes it).

In North Vancouver, a few women working temporarily with the Family Services agency have
brought together a pool of licensed and unlicensed family day care workers. They now meet with each
other and parents to share ideas, equipment, and professional resources, while the organizers arrange
placements for the children individually. (Yvonne Schmidt, Family Services, North Vancouver is the
contact person).

@ With two exceptions, all day care centres in B.C. are closed in the evenings, nights and weekends.
All working parents who need day care, however, do not work during day care’s ‘office’ hours. Almost
half of Canada’s working mothers work ‘odd’ hours.

The term “24-Hour Day Care” is confusing, though. Many people understand it to refer to facilities-
where children are left indefinitely longer than regular 9-10 hour periods. What it does refer to are
services which can, in 3 shifts, accommodate children whose parents work nights, evenings or
weekends.

At present Babysitting and In-Home Care are the only forms of day care available to shift and night
workers. The new subsidy program provides for these. : :

@ With the exceptions of a few parent cooperatives, licensed day care programs in the province do not
normally allow for parent participation in the operation of centres, say nothing about parent or com-
munity control of centres. Relationships between parents and day care workers tend to be like those
between parents and teachers in the school system — that is, the teachers decide, then tell the parents
what is happening in the school/centre rather than the parents, teachers and kids creating what happens
there.

It's cars before little people, or
at least so it seems from looking at
our local zoning by-laws. In Van-
couver, for example, all high-rise
apartment developers are required
to provide a certain amount of
parking space for a given square
footage when they build a new
apartment block. There are,
however, no similar by-laws
requiring that apartment owners
provide adequate indoor and out-
door recreation space for the
children anld adults who live in the
building..

more stifling and prison-like than
a single woman with three Kids
living in a tiny apartment. In
Europe, where more thought is
given to the human problems
created by big cities, research has
been done which proves that apart-
ment living adversely affects the
physical and emotional well-being
ofimothersand children- For this
reason, in many European cities,
children from apartments are given
priority for placement in day care
centres. =

- PARKING LOTS AND ZONING BY-LAWS ‘1
It's hard to imagine anything’ :

What should be done here? What
about all the women, particularly L
single parents living in the West |
End? The solution is obvious. WE
NEED A MUNICIPAL BY-
REQUIRING ALL R
ESTATE DEVELOPERS
PROVIDE ADEQUATE
DOOR AND ~“OUTDC
RECREATION SPACE ({
just a concrete square,
grassed treed spac
COST FOR PEOPL
THEIR BUILDI
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Day care has always been conceived of and sup-
ported as a service to working mothers. (Who can
imagine, after all, any reason why a healthy
mother wouldn’t take full care of her children her-
self unless she was working? Excepting of course,
healthy, wealthy women who have always used day
care in the form of live-in nursemaids, gover-
nesses, etc.). But when you look at the history of
day care, it begins to look suspicieusly like it isn’t
really for working mothers at all. The overall pat-
tern of growth and cutting-back in - various
periods suggests that in reality day care is created
and repressed to meet the needs of someone other'
than mothers — the employers of women. There
are minor, variations in the pattern, but in general
it is fairly clear: day care has rarely been a social
service, or an educational amenity; it has almost
always been an economic tool'to secure required
workers.

When the economy needs women workers — day
care is developed. When national emergency, or
_ profitability, or convenience no longer requires
cheap female dabor, day care disappears. It has been
used as just one more tool for keeping women
workers the most vulnerable part of the labor force.

To not talk about the economic history of day
care, then, would be fo ignore one of the most im-
portant of its characteristics, one which teaches us
most how to understand the day care scene now.
And maybe it will help us change it.

8- Economic. History :

Vancowver Pub/ic Librery

care twhen y_o__u
commo‘c%/cdfa%

We can begin by looking at the origins of day care
centres in industrial nations around the world.
Before industry was organized in mills and factories,
most manufacturing production work was done by
families in their own homes. Even when women
worked, they, or older children, could look after the
little kids at the same time. It was only after women
and older children had to go out to factories to work
that the care of the little children became.a public
concern. The first day care centres (or ‘“creches”)
were developed in France to encourage women
workers to work in the developing textile mills. In
England the story was slightly different. Women
were drawn 'into working in the factories in the 19th

‘century, and normally left their children with old

womgn who had no means of feeding the children
and often drugged them to keep them quiet when
they cried in hunger. Infant mortality soared, and
charity type women (often wives of mill owners)
began to operate a few nurseries for the small
children of women mill workers, either for free or
for a small charge. :

The idea of making it possible for women to care
for their own children cooperatively, or paying them
enough to hire a competent person without charity
assistance was out of the question. Then and now.

We see precisely the same patterns at work today.
Much day care in BC is operated under the auspice
of soﬁ{l agencies in response to what they often call



the “needs of working mothers” and for “the protec-
tion of the children.” But always the real need they
are meeting is that of the capitalist system itself.
Otherwise social agencies would not simply engage
in providing a stop-gap charity service, but would be
helping mothers and other working women to
organize to secure better wages and time off to
create and run cooperative child care themselves.
The fact that social agency day care is not run direc-
tly by the employers of women doesn’t make it any
less controlled by their economic. demands.
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Industrial Employer’s Day Care

- Sometimes in the 19th century early child care
centres were set up directly by the factory owners
themselves. Richard Stanway of Newcastle under
Lyme, for instance, used surplus steam energy from
his factory to mechanically rock the infants’ cradles.
He also rented baby carriages “at a moderate rate”
to his poor employees who would otherwise have
had to carry their infants in their arms four or five
miles back and forth to work.

In the U.S. another day care centre run by a com-
pany was started at about the same time. In Mayfield
Kentucky all the men employees of what is now the
Curlee Clothing Co. went,off to fight in a war (no,
not World War II, but the American Civil War).
Wives and sisters were the possible alternative labor
force, and in order to draw these women into work,
the company began the first known industrial day
care centre in North America. This centre is still in
operation.

Despite this early and long-lived beginning, the
idea of industry sponsored day care has never been
too successful in North America, for reasons we will
discuss below. However, the idea of day care as
response to wartime emergency has always won sup-
port from both capitalists and governments. This was
particularly true during World War II when women
were needed for war production industries and to
replace men workers in all types of employment. In
the U.S. via the Community Facilities Act (usually
called the Lanham Act) the federal government sub-
sidized thousands of day care centres for children of
war workers. Most of these were set up by social
agencies, rather than directly by employers, although
the Kaiser Shipyards in Portland, Oregon, for in-
stance, operated a centre 24 hours a day, seven days
a week for 1000 children.

In Canada, the federal government initiated a plan
usually called the Dominion Provincial Agreements,
sharing 50-50 with the provinces the costs of serting
up and operating centres for the children of women
of whom at least 75% were required to be actually
workingin war work. This was the only time that the
federal government has supplied capital funds for
day care — and only from 1943 to 1945. When the
war was over, the women workers were no longer

wanted, and the Dominion Provincial Agreement
scheme was promptly dropped. BC, however, never
participated in this plan — not because there weren’t
women workers with children, but because most of
those working were in jobs not directly related to
war effort, and because Vancouver, where most in-
dustry was located, already had a working day care
system which took care of the most pressing’
demands.
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Vancouver’s day care history, however, shows how
completely and blatantly day care development is
subject to economic factors. The story begins in
1910. That year women who needed domestic ser-
vants or daily workers — the most important em-
ployers of women at that time — got together to start
a day care centre so that the women servants they
needed could work. A history written about this cen-
tre, the City Creche, makes this clear.

“Domestic help was somewhat of a problem at
that time. The Oriental was loosening his hold
on household work, partly on account of racial
prejudice; good white help was scarce, while that
which really was not help demanded at least $25
a month, and having succeeded in obtaining this
sum once, imagined they were worth it ever af-
ter. Well-trained women were generally snapped
up as wives, but were often glad to return as day
workers if only their little ones could be well
cared for in their absence.”

The economic orientation of the Creche is clear -
from its operation as an employment agency as well.
Women who needed domestic workers were en- -
couraged to notify the Creche, and women who
brought their children could then be told about the
jobs. In days before many people had telephones,
this often involved a long trip and wait at the Creche
for women seeking work. It should be noted that the
Creche cared for infants and children of all ages.

The operation of the Creche was taken over by the
City Welfare Department sometime before 1920,
showing how government often joins in the response
to employers’ needs, but defines its help, as still
today, as a welfare service to poor families. In this
way the stigmé attached to using day care makes a
mother a guilty, grateful and more willing worker,
and since the care is identified as a service for the
worker, rather than the employer, the employer is
absolved from any responsibility to support it.

o0 < ode C—o-
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The city Creche continued to operate until 1932.
Then again, its economic basis was revealed. When

.wealthy women and other employers (shops,

restaurants, bakeries, etc. who were also employing a
few of the Creche’s clients) began to feel the pinch of
the Great Depression, their employment
requirements dropped. Saying that the city budget

Economic History-35
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couldn’t support it, the city government responded
. by closing the creche, just at the time when more
children of poor families needed care outside the
home, even though (or because) parents weren't
working. However, this wasn’t part of the economic
- plan for day care, and the Creche building was put to
other uses. There were, however, still a few working
mothers needing care, and to facilitate their working
— which would incidently keep them off Van-
couver’s growing Welfare Rolls — a cheaper sub-
stitute for the City Creche was developed. Someone
realized that women could be organized to care for
the Creche children in their own homes, thus
eliminating building overhead, and payment of

salaries when children weren’t actually in care. And-

so Vancouver pioneered the family day care idea in

" Canada — because it was a cheaper alternative. -

The Vancouver Day Nursery Association was set
up to solicit family day care homes (much like the
version we know today) and to continue to serve as
an employment agency. The family day care mother,
it was assumed, didn’t need to be paid regularly, so
they were only used when a woman was called for
day work. Family day care mothers received 30 cents
per day per child, and the working mother paid 10
cents a day if theéir wages permitted. A grant from the
City underwrote the low wages received by these
‘working women, thus subsidizing their employment.

As the economic picture changed with the end of
the 1930’s and the coming of World War 11, so did
the day care picture. First, more and more women
began to find their own employment, and came to
the Vancouver Day Nursery Assn. only for day care;
the proportion of clients who were domestic workers
entirely dependent upon the Association dropped
slowly. Women who found their own work, though
not well paid, were not the charity cases the
domestic servants had seemed to be to the
Association staff. The Association changed its policy
and charged mothers on a sliding scale, with those
women who were in regular employment con-
tributing closer to the full wages paid to the day care
mother, who was in turn greatly underpaid.

The war emergency, in which women were
mobilized in large numbers via propaganda cam-
paigns, etc., had a revealing effect on the day care
scene, particularly in Vancouver. Large numbers of
women were needed to work in war industries in the
city (virtually theonly industrial centre in BC at that
time), but mothers of small children were lowest in
eligibility on the National Service list for the war in-
dustry jobs. As a result these highpaying jobs were
taken by childless women who were already in the
labor force, leaving openings in lower paying
positions for women with children. (This
discrimination against mothers of small children;
plus the bias toward war workers in the Dominion
Provincial day care agreements shows how suc-
.cessfully the government evaded its day care respon-

- sibilities as an employer.) Thus most mothers in BC
went to work in the war not as Rosie the Riveter or
Wanda the Welder, but in traditionally women’s type
jobs, as Sally the Salesclerk and Wanda the Waitress.

.

As the number of working women increased in the
war, whether or not in war-related industries, the
need for day care was felt. Agitation among women’s
groups began for day care expansion; the Vancouver
Housewives League was particularly vocal. The first
response came not from employers or the govern-
ment but from the Vancouver Council of Social
Agencies. (now United Community Services). A
check with National Service revealed that few
mothers of small children were actually working in
war industry in Vancouver. This affected the federal
government’s willingness to respond to day care
demands since the Dominion Provincial Agreement
had he 75% quota. Once again the day care scene
was plainly subject to the economics of women’s em- -
ployment. : :

- Nevertheless, women workers were needed by
other employers. The Vancouver Day Nursery Assn.
was insufficient. So, as on other occasions, a
charitable agency stepped in to supply the employers’
needs for women workers. First a survey of need was
conducted, and then a day care centre was set up un-
der the guidance of a committee of the Community
Chest. It was set up as a model for funding by federal
and provincial governments under some sort of a
different Dominion Provincial Agreement (which
never happened). The staff was paid by the Van-
couver Welfare Federation and equipment supplied
by the Housewives League — and so the Strathcona
Nursery School began. Some Neighbourhood Houses
also supplied some help for working mothers in the
Vancouver area. : ;s
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After the war, the economic forces again altered
the child care situation. Employers (including the
government)said they wouldn’t be needing women
workers any more. The: Dominion Provincial
Agreements was dropped: in BC private charity sup-
port for day carg centres was cut way back, and cen-
tres either closed or were changed into part-time
(half-day) programs. The Strathcona day care centre
became a nursery school for neighbourhood
children. Gordon Neighbourhood House cut back to
a half-day playschool, etc. :

The Vancouver Day Nursery Assn. continued its
program with 32 homes. Mothers were continuing to
work at about the same numbers as before the war.
But by the 1950’s the post-war industrial expansion
which was occurring all over Canada reached BC,
and once again employers’ demands shaped-day care
development.

Nursery schools began to take children of working
mothers who had found jobs in industry, lengthening
school hours — or simply hiring a babysitter for the
day care children. This day care was often subsidized
by public agencies, since employers were paying their
women workers too little to permit them to purchase
care at full cost. The old pattern of subsidizing em-
ployers by private charity established in the 19th
centry was starting again.




Our present situation has grown out of this rebirth
of day care in the 1950’s. The numbers of centres
taking full-day children gradually increased, funded
by private charity (with a few private commercial
operators going into day care — usually by changing
their private kindergarten programs as those were
displaced by Vancouver’s public school kindergar-
tens; around most of the province it still is usual for
day care to be part on mixed kindergarten and nur-
_sery school facilities). By 1965 private charity, in
Vancouver at least, in the form of the Community
Chest (UCS) could no longer continue to underwrite
employment of mothers for low wages. A report
from UCS at that time demonstrated the need for
care, showing the numbers of families with working
mothers, and initiated a new demand that the gover-
nment take a part in meeting this new situation. It
~ was similar to the war-time situation, but the purpose
now seen by the government was not to meet war in-
dustry demand, but to underwrite women’s wages, S0
they could continue to supply - the cheap labor
private employers claimed to need. The govern-
ment’s answer was of course not pressurc for higher
wages for women, but a direct subsidization of low
income working families under the welfare Canada
Assistance Plan.

By 1967 BC was participating in the system, and
the present way of funding day care which we have
discussed in this book, was established. With this
kind of support, and a continuing demand for
women to take low pay'mg'jobs, the number of day
care centres has increased — but slowly in com-
parison to population growth. Meanwhile employers
themselves made almost no direct efforts to set up
day care for their own women workers — it was
cheaper. to- let the government or charity do it.
Unions, too, did virtually nothing about forcing em-
ployers to meet their responsibility. Unions
throughout their history have done little to bring up
day care as part of contract negotiations just possibly
because unions have always been male-dominated.
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Today we recognize day care is not simply a ser--
vice to poor mothers who happen to work outside
their homes. Like nursery schools at their best, day
care is a learning and growing place for children (in
which parents should play an increasing part). It isa
social and educational experience, not an economic
tool. 3

However, with wealthy working (or non-working)
mothers recognizing day care as an important ex-
perience for children (as nursery schools have long
been recognized by middle class parents) and with
governments undertaking more and more to sub-
sidize the employment of women as cheap labor; day
care is developing anothereconomic face.No longer
is it likely to be a simple economic tool for permit-
ting employers to use women workers, but it looks as
if more and more it is to be an economic tool to
make profits for large-scale corporations which run
day care centres.
~* This latest development may or may not be an im-
portant future aspect of day care. If it does come to
rule the scene (60% of all day care centres in the
States are run for profit), the economic basis of day
care will become even clearer. In the meantime, in
the overall view, it is clear that while day care has
apparently been 2 charitable (or sometimes private)
response to individual mothers’ needs, it is very
much shaped by employer’s demands. So long as day
care retains its economic characteristics some
pressure must be brought against employers of
parents to have them pay their share — either
through taxes, union contracts, municipal day care
trust funds, or higher salaries. Day care, in its true
educational and social aspect, perhaps remains the
responsibility of the entire community, as public
schools, and should be the right of all children,
publicly funded and controlled by the families in the
community who use it.
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For years some day care centres have been run for

at it, like most small businessmen. A few of the cen-
tres are very good, most are pretty
mediocre—probably in about the same proportion as
social agency or government welfare centres.

Recently, however, day care for profit has stopped

herself. Suddenly day care has changed from a small
local business proposition to a “growth field” for big
business operators and giant corporations. Em-
ployers in large industrial plants are beginning to
consider day care as a source of increased profits, by
setting up centres for their employees. Some Real

profit by small business people. They make a living

being just a local woman running a centre to support’

Estate Developers are putting day care centres into
their complexes to attract and hold tenants. And a
growing number of Day Care Corporations, are
going directly into setting up and running chains of
day care centres across the U.S. and Canada.

Even in the old days, the idea of care of ::hildren
for profit was in itself somehow vaguely unsavory.
Now, the thought of huge corporations (like Singer,
or Gerber)or companies with “‘outlets from Halifax
to Vancouver,” deciding about the lives of thousands
of pre-school children is profoundly disturbing. It is
thus important to understand how business is at-
tacking the “day care market.” :

REHPHOTERS TR
CARE PROSECHS

Centres and other child care programs set up by
companies that employ large numbers of women
workers; entirely controlled by management,
usually on company premises. Sometimes restric-
ted to employees, sometimes open to residents of
the plant’s neighborhood.

Despitethe fact that some of the earliest day care
centres were set up by employers of women workers
(see Daycare. . . An Economic History), the idea of
business directly meeting its own day care demands
has never proved very popular with company
owners. We know of about 9 businesses in the U.S.
which run day care centres, and a few others that are
involved in a variety of other day care schemes. We

have not heard of any companies in Canada which

run day care programs for their workers, certainly
none in B.C.

The proponents of these employer’s projects argue
that they increase profits by creating a more willing
and efficient work force. Often they are amazingly
blatant about their real lack of concern for the
children or families involved:

“We want to be sure. . . that we’re at least not
harming the children. A positive effect on the
children is a nice fringe benefit. But let me
restate the whole purpose of these programs is to
determine whether industrial childcare saves us
money in the areas of hiring, training, absen-
teeism, tardiness, and atttude.”

(Donald U. Honicky, Ohio Bell Telephone)

33-8usiness Day Care

So the idea is that with child care provided, tur-
nover rates will befewer and companies will save on
retraining, as well as absenteeism and tardiness. Ob-
viously, this theory of profitability hasn’t convinced
great numbers of employers. Why should they risk
such marginal profits on staff costs after con-
siderable investment, wheén governments, private
charity, and their own employees are willing to sub-
sidize them entirely by “solving” their day care
problems for them? The record on employer owned
and run day care is thus not one of growth, and in
fact several such projects have recently closed.

However Employer’s Day Care does look
slightly more attractive if it appears it could also
produce a profit, or at least break even. So em-
ployer’s day care is not free to workers (we know of
only one exception—the Curlee Clothing Co.,
Mayfield, Kentucky). Most employers charge as
much, or more, than rates in other centres in the
community; and even so, the programs must be
heavily subsidized by the employers, because the cen-
tre is often only 1/3 or 1/2 full. After all, workers
aren’t all that anxious to put their children under
company control— while at the same time, em-
ployers are scared to death of allowing parents’
boards to run the centres. This could just be the
opening wedge for greater employee “interference”
with the company for which they work. ‘

The advantages have to be very great before
workers will consider tying themselves to their job
by tying their children’s daily routine to their work
place, and before they are willing to subject their
children to the same company control they know
themselves. Either the centre must be free, or very
cheap (the free Curlee Clothing Co. centre is the
longest-running employer centre in the U.S.), or the
convenience very great, or there must be absolutely
no other alternative care. : :



In general, workers’ preference for their children’s
independence (and their own) has been demon-
strated by empty places in the employer's cen-
tres—and some, very under-enrolled, have closed
their doors. :

Employer’s involvement can also take other forms
than actually opening a day care centre. Illinois Bell
Telephone has gotten hold of the family ‘day care
idea as the most “Economic” (read Cheapest)
solution. It used company personnel to find women
to do day care at home, and then coordinates use of
those homes by its employees. The only cost to the
company is for the personnel it assigns to the coor-
dinating job (although it offers to subsidize a short
training course for home day care mothers).

In other instances, company involvement and of-
ten control of day care development comes not from
investment, but from “‘generously” assigning some of
its executive talent to work on municipal boards
establishing government or charity-funded day care
(sort of the same way as the big employers in Van-
couver control United Community Services by
assigning personnel to run the fund-raising cam-
paigns). Here indeed is control at little (or no) cost.
This type of scheme makes very obvious the connec-
tion between employer’s interests and the creation of
public day care (which we discussed in part I of this
section).

All these different types of employer’s day care in
the States are really very limited in effect. Two other
types of business interest in day care for profit seem,
however, to be expanding. These kinds of centres are
usually located away from the place of employment.
They are not usually low cost, but are still often
heavily underwritten by tax supported funds. Both
are making appearances on the Canadian scene, and
seem to loom larger in our children’s future than
Employer’s Day Care Centres.

REX BITATS

PEVBLEEERS
AN CIAILLS

Centres, or space for centres, built into apartment
or town-house complexes by big corporate
developers, and advertised as “provided,” or
“available” as part of the services of that develop-
ment.

One alternative to having day care available at the
work place, whether publicly or employer supplied,
is to have it available at people’s place of residence.
This may well be a better and more popular alter-
native.

Business men are now beginning to rapidly pick
up on this idea as being a possible source of profit.
More and more developers of real estate complexes
are including provision for day care along with the
other “‘amenities” they use to sell the complex to the

public. “We see day care and other recreation ser-
vices as part of the total apartment package, as
essentia: as a fridge or parking garage,” says an of-
ficial of Cadillac Deveopment Corporation. But un-
derlying this approach is the assumption that this is
some sort of a frill (like a tennis court) that can be
dispensed with at will if not profitable, not a day-to-
day necessity on which families are utterly depen-
dent.

In Vancouver, Developer’s Day Care has appeared
in suburban and outlying area where “‘recreation ser-
vices” don’t take up too much expensive land.
Developers in the expensive, crowded West End
somehow don't see day care as quite so ‘‘essential,”
and predictably, no high-rise apartment there has
provision for child care facilities. :

Real estate developers don’t usually seem to get
involved in day care to make a profit on actually
running the centre. Their aim is first of alltoincrease’
the attractiveness of their dévelopment. The more at-
tractive the “apartment package”, the faster and
more profitable the rental, and the longer clients
will stay. As with Employer’s Day Care, developers
don’t hesitate to count on tying parents by con-
trolling the children.

Advertising for Developer’s Day Care is often
misleading, however, since being offered as a “total
apartment package” along with laundry facilities,
parking, etc., it is usually implied that it will be
“free” (that is, included as a hidden fee within rent).
Of course this is not true. Free, or even subsidized
low cost day care supplied by the landlord-
developer, would cut into profits (Heaven forbid!),
and besides improved rentals, developers count on
making money from the centre, not losing it. So
even if a developer decides to run the centre
operation himself, it is as a profitmaking venture.

But running centres is a pretty specialized and
complicated job (consider the ‘rigamarole of getting
a license—most businessmen take one look and sim-
ply refuse to become involved with such an insane
system). So most developers get soméone else (more
foolish than they) to run the centre. This way they
can rent the space (and sell heat, light, janitorial ser-
vices, too) and make some money that way without
the risks and problems of actually running the cen-
tre.

Meanwhile, tax money is underwriting at least one -
developer in a way denied to any other group that
tried to start a day care centre. Central Mortgage
and Housing Corporation gave a special grant to
one low rental housing project to build “recreational
amenities” into development complexes, while there
are no funds available from CMHC for building a
centre — if it isn’t part of a low rental housing
project. (see section on funding).

Some Case Histories

Here are some cxamples of the different ways
developer’s day care can work. /

8 The developer has retained ownership and control

oi two centres he built into two different develop-
ments. A ssupervisor was hired to run and oversee
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both centres. When enroliment did not immediately
meet expectations, the developer considered drop-
ping the whole idea (cancelling the facility for those
people already using it), but under pressure, is now
negotiating to get a special higher subsidy rate
arranged—so- he won’t lose money, even tem-
porarily, while he still continues to threaten to quit
altogether. : .

2 In another development the real estate company
began a nursery school, assuming responsibility for
hiring staff, etc. Discovering that this was not a
profitable proposition the company wanted OUT,
and decided to “offer” the parents the alternative of
closing the school (which was badly needed in this
particular development and community) or taking
over the operation themselves. The company made
what they called a “generous offer.” They would let
the parents run the school if they paid $300 per
month rent, and agreed to leave the premises free of
equipment on weekends, so that the developer could
re-rent the room for parties for additional income !
This, plus charges for utilities, janitorial services,
etc., was the “generous” offer made to these families
who had been attracted to the development by the
promise of the nursery school.

DAY GARE
CORPORATIONRS

Profit making companies which hope to make
money by rumning day care “efficiently” on a
large scale. Often subsidiaries of giant cor-
porations such as Singer, or Gerber, Inc. aim at
setting up large numbers of standardized centres
in cross-country chains, in which policy and
. profits will be controlled by a single corporate
head office.

The pattern of day care centres owned and run by
big Day Care Corporations is pretty much the same
whether the centre is set up for an Employer, or a
Developer, of if the Corporation runs it entirely in
its own profit-making interest. Because Day Care
Corporations are expanding rapidly in the States (60
per cent of all day care centres there are run by cor-
porations for profit), and because Mini-Skool, the
only Canadian Day Care Corp., is interested in get-
ting into B.C. (and is also getting a lot of play in the
press—see Chatelaine, Sept. 1972), it is important to
know how they work.

Not a “Franchise” System

Big corporation day care is often referred to in
general as “franchise day care,” but this is not en-
tirely accurate. There are some corpordtions that
have looked at the idea of franchising operators in
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large day care centre chains (like MacDonald ham-
burgers, or Kentucky Fried Chicken)where the idea,
equipment, and exclusive license are bought by a
franchiser with his own capital, to run his own
business using the name and methods of the parent
corporation.

One of the few successful franchise day care chains
is the Mary Moppet Day Care School in the States,
with 100 centres open or underway in 1971. There
are also semi-franchise operations, where 50% local
capital is used and control is shared between the
parent corporations and the local part-owner(this
system is used by the L’Academie Montessori chain,
which provides all staff, and actually runs the
operation for local investors—over the objections of
most traditional Montessorians).

However, the franchise day care idea has not
caught on very extensively in terms of numbers of
corporations using the system, mainly because the
corporate owners feel that “quality control” is im-
portant in successful “‘day care marketing.” The
franchise system gives them too little control over
the “product.”

“In this business, making money and quality go
hand in hand.”

Quality control is increasingly important, because
most of the corporations have decided to aim for the
upper-class markets, and offer high-priced, “high
quality” care. Richard Grassgreen of Kinder-Care
(US. corporation) notes, “Making money and
providing quality go hand in hand, no less so in this
business. Quality is a happy child and a happy
parent.” Whatever the truth of that statement, the
majority of day care corporations, including the
Canadian Mini- Skool, do not follow the “Ken-
tucky Fried Children” franchise model, but set up
and run centres directly through hired managers
responsible to the corporate head offices. Thus there
is no investment from local people interested in their
community, and the manager and staff may or may
not be local people.

Presumably as Day Care Corporations develop,
successful managers and supervisors will be moved
around as freely as any other corporate personnel. It
is one of the selling points of Mini-Skool that the'
set-up is identical in every outlet, and a child may be
moved from one centre to another without a great
sense of dislocation (demonstrating how little em-
phasis is placed on human values, such as friendship,
in these operations). There is obviously little
recognition of the cultural diversity and
geographical variety of Canada in such an idea; to

say nothing of responsiveness to specific community -

needs in each location, or the desirability of com-
munity control of policy, program and environment
in each location. With staff-and equipment inter-
changeable and more or less standardized over

dozens of outlets, there is little room for control of

the situation and environment by a child or parents
in one single centre. ;




“Quatlity™ or Control?

The concern about “quality” is of course also just
a politer way of expressing the desire to retain com-
plete central control of operations and profits.

The question of control has also been crucial in
determining what market Day Care Corporations are
going after in the States. Of the four “markets” that
the day care businessmen recognize {upper-income
parents seeking ‘“early childhood development”;
working mothers; institutional/industrial day care;

. and government programs like Headstart) the latter -

two have access to a great deal of government sub-
sidization money. But they also involve a great deal
of governmental control. Some U.S. government
subsidy programs are only available if there is com-
munity and parent participation (sometimes majority
control) on the board of the centre, a type of “inter-
ference” that Day Care Corporations will not accept.
The owner of the Mary Moppet chain says, “If Uncle
Sam wants to subsidize welfare that’s fine with-me. I
don’t need him in my business.”

If, then, the U.S. companies at least, aren’t after
the government support which involves conformity
to rules regarding parent control and/or standards,
and hence don’t want to sell either government or
institutional industrial markets, they are generally
torced to look mainly to the better paid (non-
industrial) working mothers, and -the upper-class
early childhood education markets. This seems to be a
very dominant pattern and is also the tendency
demonstrated by Mini-Skool.

How do you make profit day care work in this sort
of market situation? Apparently the formula is
quality for the parents who are able and willing to
pay for it (and only for those parents). A research
study for Day Care Corporations (available at the
price of $250.00 per copy) put it this way: “The
Company which provides a quality nursery school
with a formal ,educational component, chooses
locations carefully, and can charge a worthwhile fee,
will probably do well.”

What Kind of Quality Earns a “Worthwhile Fee™?

In almost every case, the “quality” factors chosen
* as selling points by Day Care Corporation are gim-
micks—automated electronic education toys, swim-
ming pools, etc., in flashy, well-designed, modern,
attractive layouts, buildings and playgrounds. The
kind of quality they do not offer is a high adult-child
ratio, or a small-scale personal relationship with the
child. Such a small scale atmosphere would go en-
tirely against the first economic reality of big profit
day care—the principle that the larger the operation
the cheaper per “unit.” That is, the more children
you have, the less it will cost to care for eachchild.
This is the principle of “economy of scale.”

Economies of Scale in Day Care.

Profits in day care seem very much dependent on
running large-scale operations. This means
first—many “outlets” in a number of different areas.

Second, it means that a large number of child
must be cared for in each location. Very few of the
U.S. Day Care Corporations consider setting up
centres for less than 100 children. Those that have
tried to use locations for as few as 25 kids (the
average size of centres in B.C.) have rapidly gone
bankrupt. While Kinder Care net $25,000 to $35,000
a year with centres for 70 children, they plan to open
only larger (100 plus) centres in the future

~ (suggesting just what is meant by “big profits” in the

day care industry.)

Large-scale centres allow the greatest possible
profit from investment in land and “plant’—i.e.
building a centre for 300 children is cheaper than
building 6 buildings for 50 kids each. Supposedly,
“extra” facilities like a swimming pool can only be
built in a unit designed for a large number of
children. With a chain of these large centres, bulk
purchasing of supplies through a central office brings
savings, because of huge discounts available to
wholesale purchasers. Standardized equipment and
supplies are a mandatory requirement for big profits.
With uniformity, too, the per unit cost of research
and development goes down, and it is spread over an
increasing number of centres.

However, while savings on large scale building
and purchasing are considerable, the main factor in
whether Day Care Corporations make profits or not
has proved to be staft costs and payroll. This is the
crucial difference between profit and non-profit
care. Non-profit (government,social agency) centres
in the U.S. spend 65% or more of their budgets on
staff salaries. The Day Care Corporations believe
that payroll has to be less than 50% of the budget.
The result? Many of the centres in the States operate
with adult-child ratios of 1 to 14, or 1 to 15. Staff
are often paid lower salaries than in non-profit cen-
tres.

Shiny New Toys

“Ah,” the Day Care Corporation owner replies,
“but we use the latest equipment and teaching aids,
which eliminate much of the need for a large staff.”
On the surface it is this shiny ‘modern’ equipment
which make the corporation centres attractive to
many parents. But closer consideration of these toys
reveals how unsavory profit day care should be for
people who really love children.

Some of the gimmicks corpoation centres go in for
are elaborate electronic learning devices, ‘‘toy-
shaped electronic communicators,” they are called.
The Multi-Media School in New York City is one
example. It's head describes how some of these
things work: “The ‘Listening Nook’ is an enclosed
cube in which the child can cuddle up with an audio-
visual system and select any story he wants to hear.
At the ‘Automated Talking Flash Card Console, he
pushes a button and up pops a talking card that
might identify itself as the letter A. The ‘Moving Pic-
ture Blackboard’ is actually a lucite screen with a
projection in back. The images capture his attention,
and the child responds to questions or suggestions by
marking on the screen with a piece of chalk’
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Autotelec, producer of such products, has set up a
Canadian operation and such equipment will be part
of corporation centres in this country soon.

Such electronic learning devices, and devices like
electric automatic swings (not unlike the steam
operated cradles of a 19th century factory nursery),
or “tinklepots” for toilet training, are obviously a
necessary replacement for ahigh staff-child ratio, and
a far cheaper one. No matter that the kids might
prefer a warm and loving human being.

How Much is a “Worthwhile Feg”?

As for the price for this kind of slick quality, fees
for Day Care Corporations centres are far higher
than’people in B.C. are used to paying. Except for
Mary Moppets (which charges $16 to $24 a week for
completely custodial care with 4 staff to 55 kids in
the highly competitive Southwest U.S. market, where
there are 171 centres in the Phoenix, Arizona, area
alone) the rates are consistently over $25 a week, or
$100 per month. In the New York City suburban
areas, some centres charge as much as $200 a month.

Day Care Corporations also depend on sup-
plementary income. To fees paid by parents, add
charges for other services (frequently for care of old
people, teenagers, employment placement services
for mothers, etc.) together with sales of related
products—learning materials, equipment, toys. Toys
used in the centre can be duplicated at home if the
parent can be convinced to make the additional in-
vestment. (Hasbro, the toy manufacturer, owns the
Romper-Room chain, as well as rights to the U.S.
television program.) Some companies, such as the
Alphabetland chain, are going on television with
children’s programs to be shown in the markets
which they plan to enter. “It can mean a couple of
million dollars a year to us.”

Day Care Corporations and B.C.

The NDP government may look with favor on the
possibility of having private capital take over some
of the costs of day care programs (Manitoba’s NDP
government has not been an obstacle to Mini-Skool
expansion). However, even if corporate care is of a
desirable quality sufficient to allow its entry to this
province, the high fees that profits require will have
to be met either by well-to-do parents, or underwrit-
ten by the B.C. government.

Obviously the trend in Day Care Corporations is
to ignore “ineligible” (i.e. rural or poor) markets.

" Money paid to corporations will take support away

from poor families of this province. Any dependency
on such private capital ventures to meet day care
requirements will unquestionably work against the
rural families, where children need community ex-
periences and care as much or more than urban
children. Also neglected will be families on welfare,
and children of low-income working families.

To argue that allowing such big corporations into
our province will not diminish the choices families
may make is to ignore the history of food
distribution, for instance. Menster corporations in
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only a few short years—by the same methods favored
by Day Care Corporations—have attacked small
producers and food outlets and almost completely
eliminated choice and control over what food we
eat. The most enlightening comparison to corporate
day care may well not be “Kentucky Fried Children,”
but the artificially coloured, parafin sprayed, plastic
wrapped tomato at your local Safeway store.
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How does Mini-Skool of Winnipeg, the most
likely candidate to be B.C.’s first Day Care Cor-
pdration, look in comparison with these U.S.
models?

Description: Head office, Winnipeg. Capitalized.
privately by small group of Winnipeg business men.
President and founder, John Christianson, former
Minister of Welfare in Manitoba; young, attractive,
with a degree in pre-school education, a “nouveau
capitalist” with charm and expertise. Operates
centres under direct control, i.e. not franchised. Has
one centre for 365 children in Winnipeg, and is
opening another. Has about half a dozen centres in
Toronto, mostly in real-estate developments. Is
negotiating to open a centre in Vancouver. A
previous attempt was disallowed because of zoning
restrictions of picking-up and dropping-off traffic
for 300 or more kids.

Numbers of children: Very large. 365 in Winnipeg
centre, somewhat fewer in some locations in
Toronto. Trying to expand facilities there and get
rid of smaller operations. At least 300 children
seems to maximize profits from fairly high capital in-
vestments. This means large number of classes or
groups of children must be scheduled into shared
facilities—one group of 25 meets and passes another

Day care centres set up by trade unions for
families of their members seems an obvious answer
to the need of working families for child care, to the
demand that employers pay their fair share of the
day care bill, and to the resentment of families
against having to use day care that’s presented as a
welfare service.

So, if it’s so great—why is there only one union
day care centre in Canada, and only a few in the
States? The answer is apparent when you realize. that
only 15 per cent of B.C’s working women are
organized into unions. And then add to that the
fact that almost all unions (even those with a large
proportion of women members) are entirely con-
trolled by men (and some pretty reactionary men at

. demanding or creating day care programs.

- However, if you are a member of a union, or are
| interested in organizing your work place;projects ini-
| tiated by labour unions will be of interest to you.
Two Examples:

. There are only a-few union day care centres in
North America. We've learned most about two of
them, and a description and comparison will show
some of the possible answers to the important union
care questions.

IR GARE CORPORATIONS s

that.) Unions have really dragged their feet on

group in the halls (sort of like old-fashioned schools,
you say? Right!) One might question whether either a
relaxed or informal atmosphere is possible under
scheduling pressures.

Fees: Higher than present rates in B.C., and going
up. $120 a month for children under 2, $94.50 per
month for 3 to S’s.

Quality: Most observers, from Chatelaine writers to
critics from the left, admit that the children seem to
be happy, that care and programs seem good. There
is .an emphasis on swimming pools, electric
automatic swings, etc. One critic noticed the lack of
personal supervision (particularily of children in
swimming pools), and tendency to let children learn
by experience, including accidents. Staff ratio are
higher than in many U.S. Corporation centres.
Recently, the president has shifted from his previous
opinion that a week or two of on-the-job training
was sufficient, to the position that staff members
should have some .previous training. Trying to
achieve a relaxed informal atmosphere.

Future in B.C.: Presently negotiating for location in
Vancouver, ideally at the edge of the Shaugnessy-
Kerrisdale, upper-class suburban market. Nothing in
licensing laws is an obstacle, unless an absolute
maximum size limit is placed on centres (say a total
of 75 kids). Mini-Skool is offering a “compromise”
of trying it with 165 kids (and if this “experiment”
doesn’t work — isn’t profitable — what happens to
the kids and families using the centre?)

| UNIGH DAY CARE: ANOTHER ASTERNATIVE

% British Columbia Government Employee’s Union
Day Care Centre, 106 Superior St., Victoria, B.C.

(Based on information from June 1971 and a
visit in March 1972.)

- Opened in 1971

- Funded by a $4000 grant from funds of the Vic-
toria branch of the union, ie. funded by union dues
paid by members, not by employers.

- Parents pay fees on a sliding scale according to
their income.

- Government subsidies pay for children of low in-
come parents, as in other non-profit centres in B.C.
- Operates in a church building, renovated by volun-
teer labour from union members.

- Children of parents who are not union members
may use the centre.

- Run by a supervisor, hired by the day care comit-
tee of the Victoria Branch of the BCGEU (no
parent’s board as far as we know).

- 20 children, staff of 3.

- Program similar to standard B.C. day care format,
although the other users of the building require
everything to be stored away each night, making
much of the equipment rather make-shift.,
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Amalgamated Day Care Center, of Amalgamated
Clothing Workers of America, 333 Ashland Ave.,
Chicago, Ill. (Based on information from “A Rolls-
Royce of Day Care,” Nov. 1970).

- Opened March 1970

- “Funded through the Amalgamated Social Benefits
Association. This is an independent trust, established
through a collective bargaining agreement between
the ACWA and the employers of the garment in-
dustry. The employers supply a certain amount of
money =qual to a percentage of the monthly payroll,
the amount therefore varying from factory to fac-
tory. The union is free to use this money to provide
services for members. Union trustees decided in
1969 to use a portion of this money to establish day
care centres.”

- Parents pay no fees.

- Government funds come in the form of a U.S. of-
fice of Economic Opportunities grant to assist in
publicizing the program and makmg it a model for
other similar projects.

- Operates in a building designed and built for day
care (design reported to be not entirely successful)
next door to union headquarters and offices of
Amalgamated Social Benefits Association (Union
health clinics, etc. run by the Association are in this
building).

- At least one parent must be a union member.
- Run by a hired supervnsor the liason person with
Social Benefits Assn. is an important decision
maker; ultimate uauthority rests with Social Benefits
Assn. trustees and the Chncago Joint Board of the
ACWA. Program planning is responsnblllty of Joint
Board manager and the supervisor of the centre. A
Parent Advisory committee was planned but not in
operation at time of this report, so that although day
care is accountable to the union leadership, the
parents have little role in decision making.

- 60 full day children; 54 part- -time. Staff of 17, 11
full time.

- Program oriented quite heavily toward
socialization- and preparation for school in the
Headstart model.

Some Other Models

The Baltimore Joint Board of the ACWA in 1969
negotiated a collective bargaining agreement with
the garment industry in that area, which included
establishing a special trust fund to provide day care
centres for members’ children. Members enrolling
their children were asked to pay $5 per week. By
Nov. 1970 there were 4 centres. The union is
primarily responsible for day-to-day operations of
the centres, with both management and labour
represented on the Policy Board.

- Several unions in Canada have worked jointly with
other community organizations to establish day care
for members and other families in the community.
This usually involves contributing funds, members
paying fees like all other centre users.

P-Union Pay Care
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We hope this next section will be of some help to
workers inside and outside the union movement who
want to organize day care for themselves and their
fellow workers.

Who Will Pay for It? Supporting the centre through
a trust fund established through contract
negotiations, into which employers must pay a per-
centage of payroll seems the most effective way of
securing employer support for day care. The trust
fund, of course, should best be completely removed
from employer control, and administered by people
responsible to the union, or perhaps "ideally to
people who use the facilities. Such a fund could be
used for social benefits other than just day care, such
as dental clinics for instance.

Requiring employers to make monetary con-
tributions rather than supplying a building for a cen-
tre, etc., makes sense too, because it permits
flexibility of planning. It may be that eventually a
variety of different child care programs are
needed—after-school, or in-home care, care for
babies, etc. — all of which whould require different

_sorts of equipment. Union members and day care

users, rather than employers, should be able to
decide what facilities need to be used, and where.

Finally, the trust fund idea is probably more adap-
table than any other scheme for securing employer
support where work places and bargaining units are
on a small scale. A number of locals of one union,
or a number of small unions should be able to work
together on some sort of joint fund into which em-
ployers of members of all groups must pay. Such a
program should be of interest to groups working on
organizing women workers, since most women work
in small scale businesses where oniv 5 or 6 would
comprise the bargaining unit. -

Establishing a trust fund administered by an in-
dependent non-profit association for union members
required amendment to the federal U.S. labor law.
Conceivably a similar problem could exist in
Canada. Establishing such a fund would require
research into labor relations law to determine what .
kind of non-profit association could legally establish
such a trust fund with union control in Canada. )

The model followed by the BCGEU in Victoria is
another possible method—although possible only for
quite large locals. Here union funds—fees from all
members—are tapped for a service needed by many-
An initial grant plus donated workmanship started a
centre, which is operationally funded by fees of
users. This plan makes no attempt to make em-
ployers pay a share of the cost. It also depends on
government subsidization to make ends meet(it is
impossible to run good day care on fees that working
parents can pay). So long as subsidization is based
solely on the Canada Assistamce Plan model,
requiring a means test, many unions will reject sub-
jecting their members to this demeaning device '




However, where locals have large sums in their
treasuries, members should make an effort to see
that it is used for needed day care projects (not
necessarily centres — in-home babysitting programs,
group home care, etc. might be a better choice in
some situations). At the same time, pressure should
be brought to make union leadership take positive
steps to secure ongoing employer contribution. The
Amalgamated centre shows the kind of well-housed
and equipped programs strong union organization
can secure, although of course, good buildings and
equipment don’t necessarily mean good day care.

Who Will Control It? The advantage of union day
care over employer’s day care is that control rests
with workers rather than management. For this
reason, even allowing employers to contribute free
space for a union centre inside the actual work
premises would be unwise, as would any system of
joint union-management administration.

However, union leadership has often proved itself
to be unresponsive to membership demands, and in
many cases union control would seem hardly more
responsive to parents’ needs than would employers.
Seemingly, parents of the children in the centre
should have a great deal of control over the
- program, more than would be possible via indirect
power at union elections. A day care committee of
parents and union executives is one possible model
' that would allow for great parent participation.

Who Uses It? . Our two main examples show two
obvious alternatives—only union members, or union
members and. others. This decision will probably be
determined by the method of funding and by the
location of the centre. Eligibility for public
assistance from tax money would likely require that
the centre be open to other than union members.
Funding by a mutual trust fund would open it to
members of a variety of locals or unions, and such a
program could probably be extended to other com-

' munity organizations. (Some unions have already
participated in joint day care projects in Canada.
However these are generally welfare type. program-
mes, controlled by social agencies, and participation
is with union dues funds rather than employer con-
tributions.)

More important than funding would , be the
location of the centre. In general the preference
seems to be quite clear for neighborhood rather than
workplace locations. Convenience and the oppor-
tunity for children to stay with their home friends in
their own community seem to be the reasons for this
preference. It would seem that unions organized by
workplace are not very well adapted to "providing

these desirable aspects of day care. It is probably

possible that the mutual trust fund idea could be
used to establish multiple centres in a number of
neighborhoods, accessible to many union members,
or for unions to reserve a certain number of spaces
for their members in existing centres.

This question of location is an important one that
should be considered carefully. If a location near a
given plant is the only recognized choice, it will
limit union day care to only very large factories, etc..

.

where the number of families with eligible children
will be- sufficient for the programs. It will also pre-
vent the expansion of union “"day care” to jpclude
other needed programs, especially after-school care.

SOME SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Preference for In-home Care There seems to be a
general tendency for union members in the Van-
couver area to prefer some sort of in-home care.
program when considering union organization of
day care services. Suggested programs have included
babysitting exchanges, etc. *

The ‘apparent advantages of convenience of such
programs are obvious. However, disadvantages to in-
home care are also considerable. First, good group
day care is an important advantage for most kids;
and parents owe it to their children to let them ex-
perience the relationships with other kids and adults
that day care makes possible. Secondly, it may be
assumed that union members would be concerned
about wages and earnings of other workers. To make
babysitting a non-exploitative job requires paying at
the least the minimum wage for this demanding
work. Economically this is hardly feasible on a one-
to-one basis. :

The main situation where an  in-home care
program would appear to be necessary is situations
where there is alternating shift work with irregularly
scheduled night work required. Unions or employers _
would have to subsidize babysitting care in such
cases. $

Parents Demand. The story’ of the Amalgamated
Day Care centre suggests another problem. In that
case there was no clear demand for day care among
the membership, who relied on relatives and friends
to care, and shared the general prejudice against day
care as a welfare institution. However bold union
leadership (which could well be copied by govern-
ment and union leaders in this province) believed
“that if the centers are there, the children will
come.” And of course they did, attracted by a
program that supplied what parents recognized as
good for their children. That sort of strong leader-
ship is necessary.

Day care, is, of course, not the only advantage
that membership in a union can provide. Job
security, higher wages, seniority rights, better
working conditions, can all be obtained through
organizing together into a union. About 85 per
cent of working women in B.C. are outside of
union protection at the present time, and the
major unions show little interest in changing this
situation. Women will have to organize them-
selves—it’s really up to you. But you can get help.
The Working Women’s Association (45 Kingsway,
Vancouver 10); the Service, Office, and
Retail Workers’ Union of Canada, and the
B.C. Federation of Labor Women’s Rights Com-
mittee will all be able to give help and infor-
mation on organizing or joining a union (the last
is mainly oriented to women who are already

union, members). :
- Vonsan Boy Come - 75°




FROM VICTORIR WITHOUT LOVE

B.C. GOVERNMENT AND CHILD CARE

This introduction to our section on the
bureaucratic rules and regulations of child care was
written in reference to the Socred regime. We have
included it here because it outlines the situation that
needs to be changed. Since the NDP have arrived,
some changes have occurred. These are noted at the
end of this article. At the time of our printing,
however, there have been no really fundamental
changes in the structure of the bureaucracy or in its
rules and regulations, and no certain promise of
them. P

Child care in B.C. has its “Proper Authorities”
and they’re not the people of B.C. Tucked awayin the

Victorian depths of Health and Welfare, a hierarchy

of civil servants officially shuffles official papers
which define for us what our children can “legally”
experience outside their homes. ;

Because parents are absent from the province’s
decision-making processes on child care, it's not
really mysterious why they’re not well represented in
the bureaucratic scheme of B.C’s child care
regulations and services. And. because many child
care professionals, inside and outside the govern-
ment bureaucracy, continue to groom théir con-
descending attitude towards the “little mothers” of
the province, it’s not really surprising that parents
are absent from official policy-making re child care.
In official estimations, parents are “just” parents. (It
might be appropriate to hang a framed needle-point
inscription in the glorious capitol halls, bearing the
words, “So What Do Parents Know about Kids
Anyway?* Ideally it would be placed somewhere in
the vicinity of the “Justice” and “Enterprise” murals
of the main Parliament Building.')

POLICVY-MAKING: ONE WAY CHANNELS

On rare, brief, erratic occasions, a Parliament of-
ficial will sally forth from his or her paper cave into
the “private sector” — ostensibly to hear the people’s
recommendations for changes in governmental child
care policy. Usually “the people” are small groups of
invited child care professionals (including social
workers, of course). Usually the official delivers a
speech- at them which tells of policy changes the
government is adopting. Usually the audience listens
politely. Usually the “changes” aren’t changes.

#b- Government

During the whistle-stop’s question-answer period
members of the. audience are apt to call for
“legislation with more teeth in it,”” a favoured ex-
pression among the professionals. Sometimes the of-
ficial promises to see to it that a new tooth or two
will be added to the regulations, noting that on
his/her official notepad.

AS FORWIDS N THIS "CHILD-ENTRED” SYSTEM...

It's hard to imagine kids getting on with any
bureaucracy. Their interests are so dissimilar, after
all. Children haven’t been trained thoroughly
enough yet to believe that centralized official struc-
tures are efficient, competent, and for the benefit of
all. They're more likely to see the absurdities and
contradictions perpetrated by bureaucratic ways and
means for what they are. Kids might even think that
the best thing to do with the kind of rules and
regulations issuing from Victoria’s towers is to make
them into paper airplanes. In the final analysis, that’s
not the most unreasonable thing to do with them.
(We are not advocating the use of these government
papers for paper airplanes. That would result in even
less cooperation from the two main offices which
dispense licensing information. Currently, the infor-
mation packet which Community Care Facilities
Licensing Division offices are supposed to make
available to the public is veryhard to get. Officials
grill you on why you want it,and if your reason
doesn’t suit them you're refused this public infor-
mation. . . e.g. Vancouver's Welfare Rights group
was refused: Vancouver's People’s Law School
received it only after several time-consuming hassles,

etc.) °

'If you haven't seen these murals it's worth an
explanation to orient you to the same government's
child care bureaucracy. “Justice’” depicts comfor-
tably seated, formally dressed white men accepting
their paper contract just signed by the Native men
standing before them — most probably a “contract™
turning over vast areas of Native land to the whites
in exchange for a few “privileges” such as those
featured in “Enterprise” ... Native workers haul on

their backs an abundance of logs and fish, under the

direction of the same richly dressed white men.

x*




LONG ON REQUIREMENTS, SHORTON MONEY

Trying to create group child care in B.C. can be
very discouraging — and not only because govern-
ment controls derive from policy-makers other than
the families for whom child care exists? We've
allowed our provincial government to set up a
situation in which it sets escalating requirements for
starting child care while it gives almost.no financial
or advisory support to people who want to tackle the
job. While government policy determines the
possible environments of our pre-schoolers outside
the home almost as completely as it does for our kids
in school, we parents and other interested citizens
don’t have the power a district school board might
give us. And while our schools get too little money,
child care programs get a miniscule amount in
relation to that. .

The only government contribution to the finan
cing of child care is a small daily subsidy paid to
centres for each child attending whose parents
qualify on the basis of a needs test — like a welfare
test. (Non-profit centres which enroll a given
proportion of subsidized children and charge other
clients on a sliding scale get an additional subsidy
for the ““non-subsidized” children.) The government
provides no funding to help start centres. The
regular subsidy payments for mortgage or
depreciation .costs. There aren’t even low-interest
government' loans for getting a centre going. As the
man responsible for overseeing the administration of
the day care subsidy has told us, the government is
not in the business of supporting day care per se, but
rather in helping low-income tamilies to use existing
services. &

2We're not suggesting that parents, exclusively,
formulate B.C.’s government role in child care ser-
vices. What we want is an ongoing built-in vehicle
by which people needing, creating, using child care
can fully participate in official policy-making about
it. People interested in developing better programs
. — le. parents, non-parents, professionals, non-
professionals, old people, young people — should be
encouraged by government to form local
organizations and committees which can con-
tinuously work with government to shape and im-
prove its role in child care.
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- not even that it can

Obviously, if more and better programs were to be
given the support they need in order to gevelop and
survive, the government would have to foot a much
greater child care bill. Even under the present fun-
ding policy, if new and improved child care
programs spring up and all the parents who need
child care and who also qualify for the subsidy were
able to use them, the government would have to pay
a much greater bill. It’s apparently not in the govern-
ment’s interest to encourage more and better
programs for young children. So it doesn't.

INSPECTIONS, TNSPECTIONS

Rather than facing up to the contradiction it
creates by high standards and low funding, rather
than listening to families and responding to com-
munity child care needs, the official child care
bureaucracy carries out the two narrow functions it
has assigned itself. — licensing, which happens
through the Department of Health, and subsidizing,
the responsibility of the Department of
Rehabilitation and Social Improveément.

Within both the licensing and subsidy systems the
weight of proof required for bureaucratic rules and
regulations is on the applicant. From the point of
vie_w of persons applying for either a license or a
subsidy, the process is often a demeaning struggle.
The government doesn’t have to prove anything —
operate a cohesive
bureaucracy. Inspection, of one form or the other, is
the sole vehicle by which government relates to

people using and creating child care.

Every bureaucrat inside B.C.’s child care system,
with the exceptions of some public health nurses,
performs a kind of policing role. There are inspec-
tors who inspect facilities and staff for licensing, in-
spectors who inspect parents’ incomes for subsidy
payments, inspectors who inspect the operating
budgets of child care centres. Not all these workers
are called “inspectors,” of course, because that’s a
nasty title. The “Chief Inspector” of all has had. his
title changed to “Executive Officer” (of the Com-
munity Care Facilities Licensing Division). Other in-
spectors have titles like “Consultant.” For instance,
the Consultant for Day Time Services for Children”
(there is one for the whole province) is supposedly
not a licensing -agent any more although she is still
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responsible to the Licensing Division. Having recen-
tly ordéred at least one service to close down op the
grounds that it violated the Community Care
Facilities Licensing Act, she has been circulating of-
ficial letters of late to established child care
operators, requesting that they keep their eyes out
for “illegal” child care programs and report them to
her office. ‘

This kind of bureaucratic imrigue has its amusing
moments, for it is clear that nobody is clear as to just

, what constitutes illegal child care. Dr. Larssen, the

Chairman of the Community Care Facilities Board,
announced aj a Vancouver meeting this summer that
child care “law” in.B.C. has been and still is mainly
a matter of “bluff” on the part of the government.
His announcement occurred only a few days after
the Consultant’s letter went out. Members of his
audience (some of whom had received the letter and
were probably out looking for violators of the bluff)
were thrown into new cenfusion. How many of us
(including officials busily enforcing regulations)
have been blufted by. intimidated and restricted by,
certain inane child care “laws” that aren’t ultimately
legally enforceable?

PROTECTION AND PREVENTION

If inspection is the primary tool of our child care
bureaucracy, we can be pretty sure that government
policy is based on a negative approach. And so it is.
“Protection” is the pass word of thelicensingcontrols
— protect children from abusive and dangerous
situations. The financial provisions for child care
rests on the concept of “prevention” — prevent
poverty and child neglect by subsidizing care for
poor families who might otherwise go on welfare.
It'a also preventative, so the argument goes, because
it will keep the children of these poor families “off
the streets ™ and thus “out of jail” later.

The idea of a governmenj protecting children
from. abuse seems commendable and necessary
enough. But what is good in theory has broken down
in practice. Some serious types of emotional abuses
occur in the “safest” of child care settings; and these
cannot be detected by inspection. More importantly,
because child care licensing policy ignores the ideas
of parents and kids, and ignores the fact-that there is
a tremendous variety in people’s child-rearing values
throughout the province, it has effectively restricted
many good things that could be developing among
families in B.C. Depending upon one's values, there
are blatant abuses of children in some licensed cen-
tres while certain new quality programs are being
refused licences on the implicit grounds that they
will abuse children. Questions such as the following
arise, go unanswered by the authorities, and then
fade away like the rejected projects they've arisen
from. .« . : :

Are we really abusing our children if they are in a
group that includes a wider range of ages than just 3
years to 5 years old?

Are we really abusing our children if they don’t
have every item of “required” equipment including
enough tables and chairs to crowd their space, and




the $400 worth of regulation blocks?

Are we abusing them if their staff people are
good people for the job, who are chosen by the
parents but who don’t have the specific B.C. Pre-
school teacher training credentials? (In many
parents’ estimations the courses required are far
from good courses, while they tend to turn out day
care workers who can't easily work with parents).

Licensing agents and certain influential child care
professionals behindthe present Standards apparently
think that child care programs which do not meet all
the Standards are necessarily abusive. Officials either
refuse licensing outright or carry on a bureaucratic
cat-mouse game for months or even years with the
applicants. No matter that the children to be served,
in many cases, have several brothers and sisters with
a wide age range, few toys, and perhaps no adult
guardian  at home.

This self-righteous stance of government and its
many supportive professionals is most ironic in the
official relations with parents’ shared care
arrangements. Rather than establish an explicit
policy which accommodates the rise of parents’
cooperatives, the government often chooses to con-
sider these arrangements as “illegal” underground
ventures which adcording to its logic, are abusing the
children involved. Probably th¢ most common
reasons behind this judgment have to do with staff
training— parent staff,possibly ipcluding supervisors/
coordinators who haven’t had all those courses. So
we have a strange situation in which the state, sup-
ported by much of the day care establishment, is
protecting children from their parents categorically.

While the licensing concept of protection is thus
tied up in contradictions, the principle of funding
solely for prevention is just plain insulting to the
parents and children of B.C. It is only to prevent our
children from becoming expensive “social problems”
and to prevent us from going on welfare by making it
possible for us to work that our government is willing
to contribute financial aid for day care, that it is
willing to pay toward the care of our young children.

Generally, the provincial government supports
child care on the basis of prevention for the same
reason that it takes a passive attitude toward the
development of new child care service. It's cheaper
that way.

In the mid-60’s when public pressure for tax sup-
port of day care began to grow too strong to be
ignored (even by our government) the Victorians
began shopping around for the cheapest solution.
The federal government cost-sharing welfare support
plan, the Canada Assistance Plan, offered it. Under
the plan, the federal government will pay ap-
proximately half of money spent by the province on
day care provided that, such expenditures have as
their object “the lessening, removal, or prevention of
the causes and effects of poverty, child neglect, or
dependence on public assistance.” By arranging that
payments for day care are disbursed to low-income
working families, to families with “special needs,”
and to centres that serve such families, the B.C.
system qualifies.

Of the total $1,184,813 spent on the day care sub-
sidy in 1971, the province contributed only
$666,620 while the federal -government cashed in
with $518,193. (These amounts spent on children in
the first five years of their lives might be compared
with the still inadequate $448,700,000 the province
will spend on education in 1972 — mainly for per-
ons aged 5 to 21.)

The fact that the only provincial funding for day
care is under welfare legislation helps perpetuate the
notion that day care exists for parents who have in
some way failed in their family responsibility. The
Department of Rehabilitation and Social Im-
provement conveys this kind of sentiment in its very
name. People receiving assistance are somechow
maladjusted or abnormal and in need of
“rehabilitation” and “social improvement”.

Individual parents apply for the subsidy payments.
In doing so, théy must be interviewed by a social
worker who fills out a “needs test.” The parent must
prove his or her need for assistance by itemizing
his/her exact monthly income and expenditures. The
whole process is similar to that involved in getting
other forms of welfare payment. The complicated
screening of potential subsidy users necessitates a
large staff of administrators and social workers, ex-
pensive to the taxpayer, which is intimidating to the
applicants.

While doling out its aid to day care in this
demeaning way, the government is still afraid that
too many families will take advantage of their right
to government supported day care. There is really no
public information about the subsidy, no campaign
to inform people of its existence, no place of easy ac-
cess where parents might even inquire about it. In
avoiding serving many families who are eligible and
may well need child care, the government has failed

overnment- 49




S bk o b ad it af s ! o Lok

in its own narrow aim of using day care as an effec-
tive preventative service.

Because the government has failed to generate new
neededformsof child care services, it cannot even

claim to be seriously pursuing the prevention of

“dependence on public assistance” with regard to
child care. If there’s day care, the single mother can
work; if not, she has to go on  welfare. Ap-
proximately 48 per cent of working mothers in
Canada work shifts, yet there is ‘little group care
available in this country on weekends or evenings.

In B.C. there is only one centre open after 6 p.m.

None operate on weekend«

THE CHOICE OF

When mothers who work “odd” hours seek advice

about day care arrangements from government of- .

fices or social agencies associated with child care,
they are often told that mothers shouldn’t take jobs
like that. Then it is suggested to them that they con-
sider foster care for their children. The officials and
social workers who give this advice know that foster
care is not particularly good for children. (The per-
centage of foster children who end up as adult in-
mates of jails, mental hospitals, and other in-
stitutions is much higher, for instance, than that of
kids who never experience foster care.)

Most foster children come from large poor
families in which the parents can't afford to support
all members. Under these conditions, they are forced
to give up one or more of their kids to foster care —
the traditional solution offered by government to
families with young children who need support. This
is also what the government has to offer the single
parent who works weekends or evenings. To con-
tinue work and commit her child to foster care
means, in some cases, giving the state legal custody
of that child. To keep her child, the mother has no
real choice, often, but to go on welfare.

The same office which grants the day care subsidy
to parents adminsters all welfare services falling un-
der the Protection of Children Act, which includes
foster care.A great deal more money is spent on
foster care than on day care.

THE WELFARE, TRIP AND LICENSING

The connection in the Victorian mind between
day care and welfare is also clear from the goyern-
ment’s approach to licensing child care. Under B.C.
legislation, day care centres, nursery schools,
preschools, kindergartens and other services which
provide “any similar training” for children under 6
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years of age are lumped together with nursing homes
for the aged and homes for unwed mothers. They are
all called“community care facilities” and they are all
subject to the Community Care Facilities Licensing
Act, which is the only child day care law. :

Formerly the “Welfare Institutions Licensing Act”
this piece of legislation had its name changed in
1964. While the present title is perhaps less offen-
sive, the old one more accurately reflects official at-
titudes toward community services which exist for
the very young and the very old. Day care and other
forms of child care supplemental to that of ' mother in
the home are still considered to be less than
desirable — a concern for the wary eyes of welfare
workers. Such care is usually surrounded by a chorus
of social workers whose orientation and training
relate to “problem” families and “multi-problem”™
families.

The Protection of Children Act makes it clear why
government assistance to families is associated with
family failure and crisis. The state can only take
responsibility for children when their families do not
care “properly” for them. This Act, by the way, is an
incredible piece of legislation. It provides that the
state can take custody of a child whose parents are
“immoral™” for example. Since there is no legal
definition for “immoral” this one clause gives a great
deal of undefined power to the “proper authority™
crazy enough to want to use it.

FAMILY, THE EXTENDED FRMULY
% COMMUNITV. CONTROL

OF CHILD CARE

Up until now, progress toward changing govern-
ment attitudes on child care has been hindered by an
old theory of state “interference” in family life. The
state could only take responsibility for the care of
young children when the family no longer could,
supposedly. This idea is clearly reflected in the
Protection of Children Act, but even the licensing of
child care facilities is limited by a clause in the Com-
munity Care Facilities Licensing Act which
precludes its application to facilities operated by a
person related to the child/children served by blood
or marriage. Child care, according to the argument,
must be carried out either by the family or the state.

However, the definition of “family” is changing in
our changing times. It is getting more and more dif-
ficult to say what a “family” necessarily always is.
And, except for municipal zoning régulations, our
governments have never attempted o define
“family” in law. Legal references to the family con-
cern family functions — i.e. responsibilities— only.

The point has arisen anew with the rise of exten-
ded families in B.C. and across North America.
Collectives, communes, house co-ops, and land co-
ops are all groups of people — big and little —
sharing the traditional family functions of child-
rearing, financial support, the provision of food,
shelter, love — in short, a home for many adults and
their children. (Such a “home” may be housed in
several buildings.)

Once a group of parents begins to share their family
functions, they've created a larger family among
themselves with more than just one or two parents
and more than only blood-related children. Shared



family functions, moreover, don’t have to mean a
collective or communal living arrangement for the
people involved.

Right now the child care bureaucrats are not exac-
tly sure how a licensing structure should respond to
the idea of families sharing the care of a group of
their children. It doesn’t fit easily with the old
family/state division. So far the tendency among of-
ficials seems to be to consider such arrangements
“illegal” — they don’t meet the Standards. The Vic-
.torians are reluctant to accept such programs as
legitimate unless they are remodeled to fit their
model. We want government to do more than just

accept family shared care as legitimate. We want-

them to listen to parents, to help them create such
programs where they are feasible and desirable with
financial and moral help, professional advice, and
information on child development. (We feel, too,
that it should be the reserved right of parents in
parent-controiled centres to hire whom they wish
and they ' consider appropriate for their super-
visor/coordinator and any other staff, and that their
choice be honored by licensing authorities whether
or not the workers selected have been trained by

B.C.’s preschool teacher training course.)

Even where such extended family arrangements
are not feasible, a new positive response to the’
wishes of families needs to grow in Victoria. Groups
of parents using existing day care facilities should be
encouraged to participate in the operation of their
children’s centres. And with the financial and active
advisory support they need, as well as with the help
of interested non-parents in their communities,
parents should be encouraged to determine what
forms of child care service they will have.

This could be the main basis upon which loecal
community control of child care services could
develop. Inother countries systems in which spend-
ing,licensing and standards’ are controlled by local
committees. work well . Here, such a system might
even be cheaper than the present set-up, and would
undoubtedly be more efficient and competent for
people using such services. Certainly it would be
more ‘“‘child-centred” than Victoria’s present child
care bureaucracy could imagine. Through local com-
mittees, and a variety of resource people, we might

-get, for a change, real assistance in child care from

Victoria, with love.

; BEFORE NDP

AFTER NDP

1. In'general,the social-political issue of daycare 1. Day Care is recognized as a social - political

was not recognized as an issue by Social Credit.

SOME 2. Public information on day care programs, sub-
sidy, licensing, etc. was non-existent unless one
CHANGES, considered the province’s Community Care
Facilities Licensing Divisions inVictoria and
For The Vancouver as offices which made information
.Better available. (See p.52)

3. The day care subsidy was LOW, hard to know
about, hard to get no matter how eligible a
parent might have been; NON-WORKING
MOTHERS AND MOTHERS ON WELFARE

- WERE NOT ELIGIBLE. Maximum rates ($3.60
per day per child in group day care, $2.75 per
day per child in family day care) fell far short
of real costs for good care .Subsidization applied
only to full day care and out-of-school day care.

The subsidy system was bureaucractically
convoluted per Socred usual. Parents had to
prove their low income/need in complicated
“needs tests”. “A”, “B” and “C” rates within
various classifications were all figured on a per
diem basis - with built-in penalties for a child’s
‘ extended’ absence (more than 5 days per
month). Day care operators in centres and even
more so in homes were crunched between low
irregular income from subsidized clients and
constant high costs. '

For Sure

4. No provincial grants or loans were available
for setting up new children’s centres.

5. One civil servant was the hub of effective
power and decision-making re children’s day
care services in B.C.

e The problems re licensing were superprickly.

children’s services needed fundamental
evaluation and restructuring.

issue by government.

2. Government attempts are being made to get
some of this public information to the public - a
media campaign informing people of the sub-
sidy is currently underway; new day care infor-
mation centres are slated- to appear through

" B.C.; two are now operating (See p.56).

3. Learning about and getting the day care sub-
sidy has been made easier, more direct; sub-
sidization is broader_ in its application as of
April, 1973.

The subsidy has been RAISED. MORE
PARENTS ARE ELIGIBLE, INCLUDING
NON-WORKING MOTHERS AND
MOTHERS ON WELFARE. It applies now to
‘less-than-five-day-a-week attendance in full day
care centres and homes, to pre-school and nur-
sery school programs as well as to full day care
and out-of-school day care. (See pp. 31-32)

Rates are figured on a MONTHLY basis and
set according to parent’s income on a sliding
scale. The maximum rates for a child in full
group care is $100 per month, in full family day
care, $75 a month (with no cutbacks for tem-
porary absence). The welfare “needs  test”
doesn’t (shouldn’t anyway) happen any more.
(See pp. 69-70). %

4. It appears that some provincial funds may be
loosened up (See p. 73). |

5. She has helpers - some new offices, some new
personnel, including the Director of Day Care
Services, Information Centre directors.

e They still are. (See pp. 60-66, 14-16)

eThe whole provincial government structure re o It still does. F ke

Coyernment-S7




VPN

Citadaa e bdbdaid oz

Padidan the J i ditayanado L tids il )

e alel

® | went to the Community Care Facilities Licen-
sing Division in Vancouver to pick up the
government’s information packet on the
licensing of child care facilities. Station

ed in the middle of the office was a big /8

desk with a dozingcivil servant attached,
He looked up, though. and gave mes™
a quick, official . 3
asked for the pub- &
lic information
expecting that he ##
would give it to
me simply because | & p
was a member of the public. | was mistaken.

With some ceremony, the official cleared hiSR

glasses and his throat took outa notepad and pointed
a pen at it.

“Your name is Mrs. what?" he asked. Wondering
what was so “Mrs.” about me, I told him my name.
He had a bit of difficulty spelling it out.

“Telephone? . . . Address?" More difficulty .

“What _organization do you represent?” I won-
dered if somebody who didn't represent an
organization or have a spare acronym in her head
failed the quiz. I told him the long name of a group |
work with. His version of it made more sense.

“Why do you want this information?' he con-
tinued. I told him that the organization I represen-
ted was producing a handbook of child care infor-
mation and that we needed the most current licen-
sing packet to check our description of its contents.
Then I asked if members of the public requesting this
public information were always questioned as such
before' they were given the material they wanted. His
look tried to penetrate.

“They are indeed,” he said, ‘“because it's
necessary to know every detail about. . . something
he mumbled under the dialling of his telephone.

“Hello, Mrs. V., | have a Mrs. 'S. here who

represents an organization called . . . who wants the
material on licensing day care centres . , . uh huh . . .
left side . . . thank you.” He turned to two piles of

envelopes shelved behind him, took one from the left
pile and carefully handed it to me.

“I'd also like the provincial lists of day care cen-
tres, preschools and kindergartens; and an extra
copy of “Procedures and Standards” for child care
facilities,” I said, fully expecting problems.

“Now, what else do you want?" he asked. So
repeated the items. He entered them neatly, if slowly,
on his notepad. §

“Hello,Mrs.V., he said into the telephone,“I havea
Mrs.S. here who represents an organization called. .
L looked around the rooni,wondering if I liked the
‘gay’ new orange and bone walls better than the
government-issue ash-buff they used to be.

“Well,” the official addressed me with decision,
“Mrs. V. said that you should write very clearly
exactly what you want in a.letter to this office. Ad-
dress it to Mrs. M." I thought the ash-buff was much
better actually, and that maybe “public information™
didn’t mean what I thought it meant.

$2-Rules 'n Redpiations
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' AOh,” 1 said, “well, considering that I'm here
.."\\,pow. and that what I would write for in a
al \-..letter is written on your notepad which
\is here now. and that the material this
writing refers to is here now, — why
can’t I have it now?” \
Sniiling patiently, he answered, “'I don't have the
authority to give out this information. You'll have to
fontact the proper authority.”
“Which items are notpublic information?* I asked.
He chuckled patiently, “I'm new at this and am at

,the bottom of these ranks, so to speak. My job is

really with the Department of Child Welfare across

¥ the hall”

The unnecessary plot was unnecessarily thick. I
felt bored. There was nothing left to do but lay on
him my special status need for atleast “Procedures
and Standards” which he would -have to recognize.
So I told him that I was also a member of what is a
prominent and respectable committee on day care in
Vancouver, and that this committee had been asked,
by the Chairman of the Community Care Facilities
Board, a Deputy Minister of Health, to present
recommendations tothe government for new child
care standards and regulations. In order to revamp
the current Standards we had to have copies of them.

Even though the proper authority reigning over his
office was a member of this committee, the official,
had apparently never heard of it. And he was not
moved by the requests of his superior’s superior.

It occurred to me that a man of his age, which was
honorable, could very well have hearing problems.
So 1 spoke louder. The meeting, I continued, was in

-a few days (we had, typically, been given less than an

office week’s notice to produce briefs) and if I wrote
a letter to Mrs. M., who was now in Victoria
discussing the revision of standards and regulations,
it wouldn’t come to her attention until the day of our
committee’s meeting with her boss. If she im-
mediately sent me “Procedures and-Standards” I
would receive it approximately three days after the
meeting at which we were to deliver our briefs on
procedures and standards.

The man at the desk almost looked sympathetic.

“Well, yes. you are caught in a bind,” he offered. I
thought he was about to concede. I was wrong. He
meant that as a sympathetic ‘answer’

There followed, on my initiation, five minutes or
so of stunningly absurd dialogue at the end of which
we reached a point of agreement. He would give me
a copy of that public document called “‘Procedures
and Standards™ because 1 was a member of the
public. He went to a high cabinet and opened its top
doors. Then he looked sternly up and down its four
labeled boxes of mimeographed papers.

“There it is,” I ventured, having spotted it some .

time before I felt it necessary to say so.

“Uh huh!" he said and gave me a copy, carefully.
Fe then commented on what a good idea it was to
put out a booklet on day care information, and
would his office recéive one, he wondered.

“For surc ™ 1 said. ®
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seems out of line to the CCFB, building inspectors
carry out their work according to local codes.) Up
until 1971, the administration of the Act — formerly
called the “Welfare Institutions Licensing Act” —
was the business of the Department of Rehabilitation
and Social Improvement (DRSI). Under the new
NDP government,administration of day care seems
to be in a state of flux, with departments of Health,
Education and Welfare vying for control of the
development of children.

Theb CCFLA is the only provincial Act which:
covers day care and related programs for young

Group day care and other
child care programs are reg-
ulated by the provincial gov-
ernment through the device
of licensing.In orderto run
a program for three or more
children such as day care,
nursery school kindergarten, |
child-minding,or family day
care legally,yoware required
to have a license (or an “In-
terim Permit’’). The govern-
ment’s authority to license
child care facilities has been /
legislated by the Community s
Care Facilities Licensing Act
(CCFLA), an act which ap- : :
pliesaswell toa hodge-podge =
of other facilities—homesfor
the aged, homes for unwed
mothers, summer camps, €tc.

The CCFLA requires e
licenses  for all facilities
where‘Care,supervision,or {1

e

any form of education or |
social trainingnotprovided

under the Public Schools

&

children. It is the only real
law regarding such pro-
grams, and there are only
about ten lines of the Act
which referto them.You can
see a copy of the Act in
the B.C. Statutes at most
libraries (1969. Chapter 4,
with Amendments in 1971
and 1972). You should also
get a copy in the packet of
information on child care

S 5 licensing from the CCFB in
9y ()

0 Victoria.

) : The CCFLA is simply an
{ enabling act. What you really
need to read are those docu
 ments which guide the CCFB
in granting licenses, and ap~
plicants in appfying for lic-
enses. The policy of the Board
» is expressed in two sets ot
such documents — the“Reg-
\Y ulations”and the"*Standards.’
Confusingly similar in name,
| these things are created dif-
ferently and have different le-

Act is provided to three or ===

gal power.Regulations are the

. EATH ROSIN3ON.

more persons under six years of age, not related to
the operator of the facility by blood or marriage,
for any portion of the day.”

By this act the provincial government appoints a
Board to administer it (i.e. issue and revoke licenses)
called the Community Care Facilities Board (CCFB)
or the CCF Licensing Board. Eight civil servants
whose primary positions are in the officesof various
departments of government meet monthly as the
CCFB.

The Minister of Health is in general responsible
for the administration of the CCFLA while public
health officials are usually in charge of local inspec-
tion for licensing. A clause in the Act requires that
all community care facilities conform to local
building codes. (Unless there is an arbitrated com-
promise between the provincial licensing agents and
the local inspectors over a local regulation which

more formal, the more difficult to change, and the
more clearly binding. Under the Act, the Board is
authorized to draw up Regulations governing licen-
sing procedures and requirements. They must be
enacted by the Cabinet as an Order in Council. To
change them requires another Order in Council.
Regulations must be drawn up in consultation with
the province’s Attorney General, and theoretically,
they have the force of law.

At present the only Regulations in force under
the CCFLA are a set done in 1962. These are ob-
viously out of date and they say little specifically
about day care or preschool facilities. They merely
outline a broad definition of suitable “supervisors™;
a limit on the age of children to be served in group
settings (3 years to school age); a prescribed staff
ratio (lower than that currently “required” in prac-
tice); a prescribed minimum of 25 square feet of
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floor space per child; a requirement for an
“adequate supply of suitable equipment’; a
requirement for constant supervision; and a
prohibition of overnight care without permission in
writing from the Chief Inspector.

However, when you go through the stuff on licen-
sing from the CCFB, you'll find that it's full of
detailed requirements for different kinds . of care
situations — long lists of specific items of “required”
equipment, pages of requirements for staff, etc. all
presented in a very confusing way. These many
requirements and rules are, roughly, what are called
Standards. The Standards aren’t really publicly
available as a single document. Rather they’re more
or less contained on various sheets in the licensing
packet. Unlike Regulations, Standards can be
changed simply by a decision of the Board. Stan-
dards are not authorized, or even mentioned in the
Act, and are purely a creation of the Board and
licencing bureaucrats in the process of administering
the law, policy guidelines for making decisions.

The policy decisions of regulatory boards (like the
CRTC or CCFB) are recognized as a new form of
“unlegal” law that is developing in modern societies.
People are deprived of rights and privileges by the
decisions of civil service bureaucrats in private con-
ferences not by Jjudges in open courts or by laws
passed in public session by -elected legislators.
Lawyers are distrubed by this development. Anyone
who has dealt with the Standards, and the arbitrary
procedures of the CCFB and its administrators,
knows that the development of regulatory law is a
serious threat to the rights of persons who must deal
with such agencies. Precisely because the Standards
of the CCFB have no real basis in law, it is im-
possible to guarantee equitable enforcement and
treatment. Arbitrary administrative procedures
develop very easily, andinequitable treatment of
licensing applications is bound to occur (See Kin-
naird; A Case Lost for Kids).

Nevertheless, child care bureaucrats like to give
the impression that these piles of pages on licensing
are “the law.” Some officials, local and provincial,
believe that they are law. While some of these rules
are based on CCFB Regulations (which we've seen
are very minimal), most are simply ruleswithouta
legal base: It is mainly for this reason that the
CCFB has never won a case of enforcement against
an operator of a “community care facility” who, with
a lawyer, appealed in the higher courts. By conning
child care workers into thinking that Standards are
somehow the law, the CCFB staff has succeeded in
putting off people who want to start child care
projects but realize they can’t, or don’t want to, meet
the letter of those Standards — particularly groups
of families who want to organize some form of
shared care at a centre. This staff hasn’t been as suc-
cessful with big business operators of community
care facilities who have been able to pay competent
lawyers to find the loopholes which benefit profit
operations of such facilities. .

S4-Law

The most essential thing to remember avout these
Standards is that they are not legally enforceable
in themselves. If You are denied a license on the
grounds of failing to comply with any of the Stan-
dards, you would have a good chance of winning
if you appealed, with good legal counsel, and took
it to court.

Not to comply with the Standards as they
now exist, then, is not illegal. However, to operate a
“community care facility” such as a day care centre
without a license is illegal. Technically, you can be
subject to a fine of up to $500 per day of operation
without a license or interim permit, according to the
Act — but that clause applies only after the CCFB
has obtained a court order of closure, and you
will be notified in advance if such a proceeding is
underway.

o e o o

The whole Regulations and Standards situation is
changing. Admitting that they’ve been bluffing in re-
gard to child care laws, the CCFB staff has begun to
draft (as of summer, 1972) new Regulations for
child care facilities. The Board is attempting to
create a new set which will incorporate many of the
existing Standards into a legally binding form. The
idea is to discover a certain number of irreducible
minimum requirements that any and all individual
Or group operators must meet — and enforce them
fully.

This sounds like it might be an improvement. At
least that which is presented as law will be legally en-
forceable. But when you try to think up such
minimum standards which are to be enforced in the
same way all over the province, you realize what a
preposterous thing it is for people in Victoria to set
absolute requirements for all kinds of child care
programs, run by all kinds of people in the great
variety of local situations that B.C. offers, north and
south, uran and rural, mountain and maritime.

Whatever the basic requiréments might be, any
short list could be met by an operator regardless of
whether the program was good for kids or not. And
a demanding list of hard and fast requirements would
prove prohibitive to most small groups trying to get
something going, while leaving the field open to big
profit-making concernsin the cities. In small towns
and rural areas where there are no profits to be
made, child care programs would not develop.

As bad as the inequitably administered, confusing
sets of Regulations and Standards are now, we don’t
think that making them less confusing and more con-
sistent will in itself do anything to solve the basic
problems of child care licensing in B.C. We would
like to see instead that Standards, Regulations and
everything else official about child care,support the
develcpmentofnew child care programs - which
are shaped by community and family needs rather
than formed according to bureaucratic blueprints
or big business masterplans.




This is not to say that we think just. any type of
care arrangement is to be encouraged, nor is it to say
that child care arrangements should have to meet no
standards or regulation. Some kind and extent of
child care regulation is appropriate for all areas of
the province. But must it be wholly provincially con-

trolled as it has been? We would like to see
organizations of people other than exclusively
government officials formulate new child care
regulations, while local community groups exercise
the controlling power over what new programs
should and shouldn’t beadopted in theircommunities .

K\NNAIFZ‘D,
A CASE
LOST
FOR KIDS

\

There’s often a glaring discrepancy between the “legal”
due process of licensing and what actually happens to ap-
plications for child care licenses. Applicants are by no
means treated equally in different localities even though the
CCFB is supposed to make the final licensing decisions ac-
cording to consistent criteria. A case in point is that of a
recent child care project in Kinnaird.

There, a group of people working under a federal Man-
power grant set up a centre for young children. Their
facility, a large private house with a huge and beautiful yard:
met higher standards than probably 90 per cent of the
province’s day care centres.

When the group made application for a license, the local '

health inspector in charge agreed that the facility was good
~ and then promptly recommended to the CCFB in Victoria

that the applicants be denied a license. His sole expressed

grounds for this recommendation were that the group was
operating on temporary funds. Because the group had no
promise of alternate funding beyond the grant’s termination
aate, the inspector took it upon nimself to assume that the
centre was not a viable service and therefore should not be
considered for licensing. Whatever else may have influen-
ced his thinking (there was a great deal of local politicking,
involving the Mayor and the media, over the matter of the
new centre) the official did not officially enter any other
reason for his negative recommendation.

Now, there is nothing in the licensing guidelines which
requires that applicants must have ongoing funding at their
fingertips in order to get licensed. If there was, B.C. would
probably be able to boast that it was the only province
without a single licensed day care centre.

It’s near impossible for any individual or group operator
of a child care centre to interest foundations, community
service organizations, social agencies or other potential
sources of funding in aiding their child care projects if local
inspectors refuse to recommend even a temporary permit
for operation. If the centre can’t operate, funding ‘agents
can’t see what they’re being asked to give money to. More
often than not, they won’t give money.

The government funding available to centres,—i.e. the
subisidy, is an assured source of aid to the centre through
eligible parents once (you guessed it) the centre is operating
on a license or an interim permit. The license itself then can
serve as an indirect source of government funding. To
withold the license is to withold the subsidy. Denying the:
license is denying funding, in effect, from public as well as
private sources. And to deny the license because of no alter-
nate financial base is to tie a big knot around the ap-

* plicant(s) throat.

Aside from that, there is the provision of the Interim Per-
mit. This is a 3-month operating permit designed precisely
for such fledgling projects. It allows the centre’s eligible
families to draw subsidy payments. The Kinnaird health in-
spector might well have recommended this permit for the
project, according to bureaucratically honored routine. Ap-
parently the official didn’t know about the existance of the
Interim Permit or worse yet, simply ignored its existance
and purpose.

But the baffling thing about this case and others like it is
that the CCFB rubber-stamped the local recommendation
into a provincial decision, while it was at the same time
okaying licensing applications from a child care project in
Nelson operating under the same Manpower temporary
grant program.

Needless to say, the Kinnaird child care project was
ground to a halt. Had the group continued to operate at the
time of the CCFB decision, the inspector could have recom-
mended a court order of closure which the CCFB would
probably have rubber-stamped, and their child care would
then have cost the group up to $500 in fines per day. Which
they couldn’t afford to pay—materially or psychologically.

The group, nowever, has sinced picked up some of the
pieces. Having reorganized themselves under a local child
care committee (with the status of a legal Society), they have
proceeded to reapply for licensing in a different facility.
This time their licensing hassle rests on a different non-
requirement being required — the CCFB wants their staff to
include a Registered Nurse because the centre is enrolling
kids under 3. But that’s another story in the suspended story
of these applicants.
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CANADA ASSISTANCE PLAN — Cost-sharing plan for
welfare programs under which the federal government pays
50% and the provincial government 50%of costs. Programs
designed for the “lessening, removal or prevention of the
causes and effects of poverty, child neglect ordependenceon
public assistance™ are eligible. Day care in B.C. is funded
“through the subsidy device under this plan.

CHIEF INSPECTOR — Title often used for the Executive
Officer of the Community Care Facilities Board Licensing
Division. C.W. Gorby holds this civil service position. Is
responsible for executing policy on the processing of licen-
ses for all kinds of community care facilities. Address:
Community Care Facilities Licensing Division, Parliament
Buildings, Victoria.

COMMUNITY CARE FACILITIES BOARD — (CCFB)
— Set up under the Community Care Facilities Licensing
Act to license day care and other child care facilities, sum-
mer camps, old people’s homes, homes for unwed mothers,
and other such institutions. Has 8 members — 3 from the
Dept. of Health, 3 from the Dept. of Rehabilitation and
Social Improvemient, and 2 from the Dept. of Education. Is
empowered, under the CCFLA, to draft licensing
regulations. Usually meets monthly, to pass on applications
for licenses, appeals, suspensions, revocations, etc. and
other cases prepared by the Licensing Division. Chairman
is Dr. Anthony Larsen, Deputy Minister of Health. Address:
Parliament Buildings, Victoria.

COMMUNITY CARE FACILITIES LICENSING ACT
— (CCFLA) — The enabling Act which permits the licen-
sing of day care and other facilities through the Community
Care Facilities Board. (See “Day Care and the Law”
P53

CONSULTANTS TO THE CCFB — (civil servants) —
There are four consultants to the Board who advise its
members regarding community care facilities. Except for
Ms. Maycock, the Consultant to Day Time Services for
Children, their work involves all the types of facilities
outlined in the CCFLA. They are Ms. Dahl, public health
nurse and social worker; Mr. Horton, senior public health
inspector; and Ms. Stenton, social worker. (The Board is
also to get a professional dietician/nutritionist.) Except for
Ms. Maycock, they work out of the CCFB offices in Vic-
toria.

CONSULTANT TO DAY TIME SERVICES FOR
CHILDREN — (civil servant) — Ms. Gladys Maycock.
(One of four consultants to the CCFB.) Advises Board on
licensing matters regarding day care type programs (gran-
ting and revocation of licenses) and on qualifications of
staff. Her office approves and maintains lists of qualified
preschool teachers in B.C. She is the only consultant
responsible for advising all groups and private operators in
the province on day care and preschool program matters.
Also, handles billings for day care subsidy and advises on
policy regarding: granting of the subsidy and rate changes.
She is responsible directly to the Director of Programs,
Dept. of Rehabilitation and Social Improvement, and her

main connection seems to be with that department despite
the fact the CCFLA is now administered under the Dept. of
Health. Address: 45 West 8th Avenue, Vancouver.

DAY CARE INFORMATION CENTRE -- Recently
established in Vancouver to provide information on
availability of day care and to help with licensing
procedures for new centres. Main function seems to be the
administration of the daycaresubsidy; you can write or call
the Information centre for application forms and apply by
by mail. Day Care Information Centres are supposed to be
started in several parts of the province, but at present the
only one is located at 45 West 8th Ave., Vancouver (Phone
873-3767). In Victoria Family and Children’s Services
(1627 Fort Street, 362-5121) serves the same function

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HOSPITAL IN-
SURANCE — Responsible for administering licensing
processes for the CCFB under the CCFLA. The Minister
must answer in the Legislative Assembly for policy and
practice on day care licensing.

DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATION AND
SOCIAL IMPROVEMENT — DRSI — Responsible for
administering day care subsidy under theCanada Assistance
Plan. Employees of this department determine policy regar-
ding allowable costs, eligibility, etc. of the subsidy. They
used to conduct community care facility licensing as well
(now the responsibility .of the Dept. of Health). The
Minister must answer in the Lcgislative Assembly for ex-
penditure of welfare money on child care programs.

Name will soon be changed to Dept. of Human Resources.

(See also Social Service Departments)

DIRECTOR OF DAY CARE SERVICES—A new
position established by the NDP government to coordinate
day care programs (subsidy) in DRSI. Centres seeking
higher monthly subsidy rates should apply to this office.
Mr. Orlo Petersen holds the position at present. Address:
Dept. of Rehabilitation .and Social
Parliament Buildings, Victoria, B.C.

Improvement.
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DIRECTOR OF PROGRAMS — (civil servant, DRSI) —
Mr. Don Bingham. His office is to coordinate the develop-
ment and expansion of programs related to the interests of
DRSI. Bingham says he is interested in developing more ef-
fective and responsive child care programs and is “anxious™
to hear from parents and groups desiring day care im-
provement/changes. He should be sent copies of any
proposals and recommendations you make regarding the
establishing, and particularly the funding, of new day care
projects. Bingham is also a member of the CCFB. Address:
(Name, Title), Department of Rehabilitation and Social Im-
provement, Parliament Buildings, Victoria.

FAMILY SERVICES AGENCY OF GREATER VAN-
COUVER Family Services administers many family day
care homes in Vancouver — finding clients for their family
day care workers, collecting the subsidy, giving some help
and support to the'm.

HEALTH UNIT — The typical term used throughout the
province to refer to local offices of public health workers
(nurses, inspectors). Your public health branch should be
listed under “Health Unit” in your local telephone direc-
tory. In most areas, health units have the responsibility for
coordinating and inspecting community care facilities in
conformity with the CCFRegulations and Standards. They
are supposed to be able to supply information on local
child care services, on CCF licensing, and licensing ap-
plication forms. However, since these information services
are only recent responsibilities for health units, many local
health workers are not aware of all policy on child care.
Where health units do not yet handle this information, it
may be found at the local social service offices or welfare

departments or the new Day Care Information Centre(s).

INSPECTORS, LOCAL — (Fire, Health, Building,
Zoning.) Under the CCFLA, all “community care facilities”
must comply with local building codes as well as with the

. special requirements ordered under the Regulations of the

Act. Local officers carry out inspections for compliance
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with both local codes and provincial regulations. Local
health inspectors often do the entire licensing inspection.
When such inspections are completed, their reports on the
given facilitiesare sent to C.W. Gorby (*Chief Inspector” or
Executive Officer, CCF Licensing Division, Victoria). Local
inspectors can only make recommendations for granting or
rejecting licenses; the CCF Licensing Board makes the final
decisions (often rubber-stamps).

INTERIM PERMIT — A permit to operate a community
care facility, granted on a temporary basis (good for 3 mon-
ths, renewable), by the CCFB. Most child care centres
receive an interim permit before becoming fully licensed.
Granted to centres which have not met all the requirements
(e.g. they don’t have all the required equipment, they still
have renovations to make, their staff isn’t fully qualified) or
to centres which operate “experimental” or “innovative”
programs that don't fit under existing regulations. An in-
terim permit allows a centre to receive subsidy payments for
any child it may care for whose parents qualify.

LICENSE — a permit to operate a community care facility,
granted on a yearly basis (renewable), by the CCFB. It is
issued to child care group centres once the CCFB: is
satisfied with the conditions of the facility, the program and
staff, according to the criteria of the CCF Regulations and
Standards — as reported by local inspectors and the odd
provincial consultant. (Probably no one licensed centre in
B.C. has everything “required” by all the requirements,
however.) A license allows a day ¢are centre to receive sub-
sidy payments for any child it may care for whose parents

“ qualify.

PUBLIC HEALTH NURSES — In most areas throughout
the province public health nurses are taking on the respon-
sibility for inspections of child care programs in conformity
to the CCFB Regulations and Standards. This entails review
of equipment and assessment of programs. Where nurses do
not do this, public health inspectors or social workers
usually do (in addition to the various building inspections).
Public health nurses also visit centres regularly in their
areas to' give advice and medical assistance. In Vancouver
public health nurses act in the licensing procedures for
family day care homes (interviewing and assessing women's -
suitability) but not for group centres. ¢

SOCIAL SERVICE DEPARTMENTS — Local offices of
DRSI or city welfare departments. In those places where
Health Units are not doing licensing inspection, social ser-
vice units may be doing it. Also, possible source of infor-
mation about