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Federal Day Care -  Sovietizing the American Family
Senator Chris Dodd (D-CT) has introduced a 62-page 

bill, S .l885, to sovietize the American family by warehousing 
babies in government-licensed institutions where they would 
be subjected to secular, unisex custodial care by government- 
trained personnel, while their mothers would be trapped 
fulltime in the paid labor force. That is precisely the Soviet 
system: babies are placed in government institutions a few 
months after birth, while mothers work two fulltime jobs, one 
in the paid labor force and one in the home.

Dodd has no children and therefore knows nothing 
about baby care. He is using babies as pawns in a political 
power grab to build a new federal vote-buying bureaucracy 
under an “Administrator of Child Care” in the Department of 
Health and Human Services. The House companion bill is 
H.R.3660, introduced by Congressman Dale Kildee (D-MI).

The Dodd Federal Child Care Bill would authorize $2.5 
billion just for the first year, plus undisclosed amounts for 
succeeding years. Seventy-five percent of the funds would go 
for subsidies to employed parents; the rest would go to 
establish and police regulations and to provide other funding 
for baby-sitting institutions and personnel.

The Dodd bill would give “Child Care Certificates” to 
favored mothers which can be used like cash to institutionalize 
their children. To be eligible for these cash certificates, (1) the 
mother must be employed; she may not be a fulltime 
homemaker; (2) the day care facility must be government 
licensed and must comply with all federal, state, and local 
regulations, including the purging of all taint of religion, and (3) 
the day care staff must fulfill government training requirements.

The discrimination, the compulsion, and the cost of this 
system are awesome. This bill rewards and advantages 
mothers who move into the paid labor force, and it forces all 
others, including fulltime homemakers, to subsidize the two- 
wage-earner lifestyle.

All available research proves (a) that institutions are 
NOT acceptable substitutes for mother care or family care, 
and (b) that mothers prefer family care for their children as 
opposed to institutional care.

The Dodd bill discourages mother care of babies; 
motherhood is a word that is never mentioned and a role that 
is not recognized in his vision of child care. The Dodd bill 
discourages family care because grandmother-care and other

in-family child care are likewise not recognized.
The Dodd bill will drive informal neighborhood family- 

style day care underground because of the cost of compliance 
with new regulations. The Dodd bill will drive church-based 
day care out of existence because the Dodd Child Care 
Certificates can be cashed only at non-religious centers.

The guru of the taxpayer-financed federal baby-sitting 
movement is Psychology Professor Edward F. Zigler, director 
of the Yale University Bush Center in Child Development. At 
its tenth anniversary dinner last September 18, Zigler revealed 
the real plans and purposes of people such as himself whom he 
calls “developmentalists.”

Zigler called for a federal child care program that will 
cost “$75 to $100 billion a year.” He said he wants the new 
federal day care system to “become part of the very structure 
of our society,” under the principle that “every child should 
have equal access to child care and all ethnic and socio-
economic groups should be integrated as fully as possible.” 

Zigler urged that, “The child care solution must cover the 
child from as early in pregnancy as possible through at least 
the first 12 years of life.” He wants children to be reared by a 
“partnership between parents and the children’s caretakers.” 

“Partnership” was the offensive word that helped to 
defeat the discredited Walter Mondale Child and Family 
Services Bill of 1975. Parents don’t want to be mere 
“partners” in child rearing with the Federal Government.

It’s obvious that the Dodd bill at $2.5 billion is only a 
“small” first step toward the goal of those who want to 
institutionalize American children. The bill is an attempt by 
social welfare professionals to establish a new federal bureauc-
racy to regulate and control baby-sitting, and to set the pattern 
for expansion to Zigler’s $100 billion-a-year level.

Of course, we must have a national child care policy. Our 
policy should be to encourage mothers to care for their own 
babies. If any subsidies are given, they should be given to 
promote mother care, NOT institutional care, for three 
reasons: it’s better for babies, it’s fairer to all Americans, and 
it’s far less expensive.

The Anti-Religious Requirements 
The Chris Dodd Federal Child Care Bill, S.1885, 

contains the most outrageously anti-religious provisions ever



to appear in any Congressional legislation. The clear intent of 
the bill seems to be to impose rigorously secular day care on all 
American children.

Section 19(a)(1) states that no funds shall be expended 
for “sectarian purposes or activities.” This is followed by 
(a)(2)(A) which defines “sectarian” in a most peculiar way: 
“advancing or promoting a particular religion or religion 
generally.” According to dictionary definitions, “sectarian” 
refers to a particular sect or religion, whereas “religion 
generally” is just the opposite.

Thus, if a low-income mother places her child in a day 
care center where the children say “Thank you, God, for this 
food” over their cookies and milk, the mother and her child 
are disqualified from Dodd bill benefits.

Section 19(a)(2)(B) expands the definition of “sectarian” 
so as to disqualify, or dictate to, every child care center that has 
any connection at all with a religious institution. If space is 
provided for child care “on the premises” of a sectarian 
institution, “all religious symbols and artifacts” must be 
covered or removed.

Further, if any teacher or teacher’s aide in a sectarian 
school provides any services (paid or volunteer) to a child care 
center located on the premises of that school, all the children 
who use that center are disqualified from Dodd bill benefits.

The alleged beneficiaries of this bill are low-income 
mothers who are most likely to find safe, affordable, convenient 
day care in connection with churches. But using these facilities 
would prohibit them from receiving any Dodd bill benefits.

Section 19(b) prohibits any funds to be spent for “the 
construction, repair, or renovation of any facility located on 
the premises of a religious institution.” Even though the child 
care facility is not sectarian, if it is on the “premises,” no funds 
could be expended to remove some lead-based paint, to install 
a ramp for handicapped kids, or to help meet safety standards 
for children.

Section 20(a) states that “any financial assistance pro-
vided to a child care provider under this Act including a loan, 
grant, or child care certificate, shall constitute Federal 
financial assistance within the meaning of title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d), title IX of the 
Education Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681), et seq., the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794), and the 
regulations promulgated under such.”

This would open the door for day care subsidies —Dodd 
calls them “certificates” — to constitute federal “assistance” to 
the entire institution, not just to the child care facility. This 
would be a back-door leap into the massive regulations which 
are so offensive in the Grove City bill, whose tremendous 
assault on the rights of religious institutions is admitted by all.

Here is how Section 20(a) of Dodd’s bill would impact. 
A religious university sets up a day care center for its 
employees and students. To conform to the Dodd bill, the 
university makes its child care scrupulously secular, it even 
prohibits grace before meals, it removes all religious symbols 
and art, and it prohibits any of its teaching personnel from 
performing even volunteer child care work.

Despite all this, the first day that the day care center 
accepts one “certificate” from a low-income mother, that 
automatically puts the entire university into the full regulatory 
harness of all the above listed laws. This includes the

regulations implementing Title IX that mandate not only that 
abortions be paid for as part of any medical plan, but even that 
all hospitals with any teaching affiliation or component be 
required to perform abortions despite religious objections.

Section 20(b) would prohibit any separation of boys and 
girls for “any child care services.” This is a federal mandate for 
unisex child rearing.

Section 20(c) applies the prohibitions of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 to all child care centers (even those with fewer 
than 15 employees — the threshold limit in that law). More 
ominously, it eliminates the exemption in the Civil Rights 
Law that allows religious institutions to favor members of 
their own faith in hiring.

The Dodd federal child care bill is so anti-religious that, if 
any religious organizations are listed as sponsors, we can only 
assume that its leaders are among the 23 million Americans 
who are illiterate.

Look Who Is Demanding Subsidies
The various proposals for taxpayer-financed day care are 

not designed to help the poor or disadvantaged. They are 
designed to transfer the responsibility and the costs of baby-
sitting for all children onto the taxpayers (or onto employers). 
They look upon the Dodd and Kildee bills as the first step 
toward universal day care, starting in infancy.

Indeed, when MacNeil-Lehrer aired a long segment on 
day care on January 7, 1988, one day care center director 
voiced her irritation that the Dodd bill will subsidize only 
families whose income is under 115 percent of the median 
family income. She said that limit will exclude the women 
with higher incomes who want day care subsidies.

Another costly child care bill, H.R.1572 sponsored by 
Rep. Nancy Johnson (R-CT), would spend $300 million a year 
to give cash “vouchers” to employed mothers whose family 
income is up to 200 percent of the official poverty line, and to 
ensure that the current Child Care Credit in the income tax code 
will be available for employed mothers whose adjusted gross 
income is up to $70,000.

Most of the pressure for subsidies is, indeed, coming from 
career women who have a comfortable income but resent 
paying the high costs of hired day care. This attitude is 
illustrated by a recent commentary column in the American 
M edical News entitled “Medical organizations must meet the 
needs of women physicians.” It was written by Susan 
Adelman, M.D., a pediatric surgeon in Detroit.

Dr. Susan Adelman is blunt in laying her demands on the 
line. “The question is,” she says, “what do most women 
physicians want? The answer is simple: a wife.”

Yes, you read that correctly. Dr. Susan continues: “What 
all women physicians need is somebody to help with 
housework, with food preparation, and with day care of any 
children they may bear.”

Dr. Susan mounts her soap box and writes with force and 
conviction. In order to attract women members, Dr. Susan 
says, the AMA and its component societies should offer 
women physicians domestic maid services so they won’t have 
to clean their own homes. Local and state medical societies 
should offer women physicians catering services so they won’t 
have to cook for themselves.

Dr. Susan says hospitals should offer day-care services to



women physicians so they won’t have to take care of their own 
children. She wants hospitals and other employers to enjoy the 
benefit of a tax advantage if they provide maid services or day-care 
services to women physicians over and above their salaries.

Dr. Susan is almost belligerent about hurling her demands. 
The time has come, she said, to tell medical societies that want 
women members, and hospitals that want the patients of 
women physicians, that the women doctors will join up only if 
someone provides them with the services of a wife.

In the world we live in, not many people want to be the 
“wife” of a woman, even if she is a doctor, a lawyer, or a 
corporation executive, and no matter how high a salary she 
earns. In the world we live in, not many husbands are willing 
to do half of the household chores, cooking, and child care, 
and hardly any are willing to do the big majority of those 
duties which a wife gladly does for a husband.

Our society does, indeed, face many problems, and many 
less fortunate Americans need a helping hand of one kind or 
another. But the plight of the professional or business woman 
who wants someone else to provide her with a maid, a cook, 
and baby-sitter should not be on any list of grievances for 
which someone else should provide a remedy. A surgeon has 
the income to buy her own domestic, kitchen, and baby-sitting 
services. She should cut out the crybaby act and stop asking 
others to subsidize the career lifestyle she has chosen.

Feminist Ideology About Child Care
It’s too bad that the feminist movement has raised false 

and unrealistic expectations in young women. Feminist 
spokespersons regularly preach that domestic duties must be 
shared by husbands, that child care should be subsidized by 
society, and that the daily chores that make a household 
function, by promoting cleanliness and good eating, are too 
menial to be performed by college-educated women.

Even worse, the feminist movement has spawned the 
widespread notion that it’s somebody else’s duty to solve 
women’s problems. What happened to individual respon-
sibility? What happened to the physical, financial and 
emotional support that families have always given to their 
own members?

Conning the taxpayers into assuming the responsibility 
and cost-of child care has always been a major goal of the 
radical feminist movement. The National Conference on 
International Women’s Year, at its 1977 convention in 
Houston funded by the taxpayers to the tune of $5 million, 
specifically endorsed the discredited Walter Mondale Child 
and Family Services Bill of 1975, and also passed a resolution 
calling for the Federal Government to assume the major role in 
“universal” child development and day care programs.

Feminist ideology teaches that it is demeaning to women 
to be expected to care for their babies, and therefore the “role” 
of motherhood should be eliminated and child care should 
become a government responsibility so that women can fulfill 
themselves in the paid labor force. The National Organization 
for Women (NOW) passed this resolution at its 1986 national 
convention:

“BE IT RESOLVED that: NOW supports full public 
funding of early childhood education/child care starting in 
infancy and continuing through primary and secondary school 
in a variety of child care arrangements . . .  BE IT FURTHER

RESOLVED that NOW adopt the following course of action 
for early childhood education/child care: . . .  The Action Vice 
President of NOW shall be charged with the responsibility of 
developing a Child Care Plan of Action that will focus on the 
short and long term goals and strategies for the implementation 
of full public funding for early childhood education.”

Now, a new consortium of feminists and leftists head-
quartered in New York, called the “Child Care Action 
Campaign,” has launched a media blitz to induce Congress to 
fast-track the Chris Dodd $2.5 billion day care bill, S. 1885. Its 
board of directors includes officers of the National Organi-
zation for Women and its 501(c)(3) affiliate, the NOW  Legal 
Defense and Education Fund, the National Women’s Political 
Caucus, Ms. Magazine and other feminist publications.

The notion of day care for American children did not 
originate with the feminists, but with the self-proclaimed 
social engineers who used the 1970 White House Conference 
on Children to recommend that “federally-supported public 
education be made available for children at age three.” That 
Conference explained: “Day care is a powerful institution. A 
day care program that ministers to a child from six months to 
six years of age has over 8,000 hours to teach him values, fears, 
beliefs, and behaviors.”

This recommendation resulted in the 1971 Mondale- 
Brademas Child Development Bill calling for a $2 billion 
network of federal day care institutions for “comprehensive 
child development” purposes.

This bill passed Congress under pressure from the liberals 
and women’s liberationists, but it was vetoed by President 
Richard Nixon. His courageous veto message called it a 
“radical piece of legislation,” “a long leap into the dark,” and 
said it would “lead toward altering the family relationship.” 
He said, “Good public policy requires that we enhance rather 
than diminish both parental authority and parental involve-
ment with children —particularly in those decisive years 
when social attitudes and a conscience are formed, and 
religious and moral principles are first inculcated.”

Now, the advocates of government baby-sitting and child 
rearing have come out of the closet and joined with the 
feminists to support the $2.5 billion Dodd Child Care bill to 
provide financial incentives for employed mothers to put their 
babies in government-approved and regulated institutions.

Alternatives to Federal Day Care
A less costly day care bill, S.1678 sponsored by Senator 

Orrin Hatch (R-UT), provides for “vouchers” to employed 
mothers but not to fulltime mothers, for direct grants and loans 
to child care institutions, and for a host of new government 
regulations. The notion of federally-financed baby-sitting is 
not made any more palatable because it would cost only $250 
million a year instead of $2.5 billion.

Some other provisions of the Hatch bill are worthy of 
study. These include limiting the liability of home-based and 
church-based child care facilities, and making homemakers as 
equally entitled to full Individual Retirement Account (IRA) 
benefits as any employed man or woman. (The fulltime 
mother is victimized in the current income tax regulations 
about IRAs; she receives only one-eighth the tax benefits that 
an employed man or woman receives.)

Tax credits to employers who provide day care facilities



are just as discriminatory as subsidies given directly to 
employed women or to child care centers because they force 
families caring for their own children, or whose children are 
grown, to subsidize the lifestyle of those who hire strangers to 
care for their children. Employer-financed day care is 
acceptable only if the employer has a cafeteria-type benefit 
package that allows those not using the day care facility to 
choose other benefit options of equal value.

Assuming that child care is a societal concern, the fairest 
and most cost-efficient way to deal with it is through the 
income tax. We should end the discrimination against fulltime 
mothers that now exists in the Child Care Credit, and make it 
available to all children regardless of the mother’s lifestyle.

The Child Care Credit in the present income tax law is 
one of the most blatantly discriminatory provisions ever 
enacted into any law. If a mother is employed and hires day 
care services performed by others, she can take a credit on her 
income tax return of up to $720 for one child and $1,440 for 
two or more children (figured on a complicated scale with 
variables of income and expenditures). If, on the other hand, 
the mother devotes full time to raising her children, she is 
denied this significant cash benefit.

This Child Care Credit provides a clear financial 
advantage for mothers who enter the paid labor force and a 
financial detriment to mothers who work in the home. This 
discrimination is not based on any financial need of the 
employed mothers who are thus rewarded for not taking care 
of their own children.

In fact, most of the benefits of this Child Care Credit flow 
to the more affluent two-income couples at the expense of the 
less affluent single-income families. Single-earner (traditional- 
family) couples have an annual family income approximately 
$11,000 less than the two-income couples who are the 
majority of the beneficiaries of the Child Care Credit benefits.

Two-thirds of the taxpayers who claim this credit have 
family incomes above the median. The Child Care Credit, 
therefore, amounts to a net income transfer from the needier to 
the more prosperous.

It also discriminates against families that have more than 
two children. The Child Care Credit makes the arbitrary 
assumption that two is enough, and benefits are denied to the 
third and later children.

The cost to the taxpayers of these cash benefits to 
employed mothers who turn their children over to hired 
baby-sitters is constantly increasing because of the financial 
inducements to do exactly what the law subsidizes. The Child 
Care Credit cost the taxpayers $2.6 billion in 1984 and rose to 
$3.1 billion in 1985. It is unconscionable for Congress even to 
talk about giving further subsidies that would extend the 
present discrimination against fulltime mothers.

The most important and best way for society to deal with 
this problem is to abolish the discrimination in the Child Care 
Credit and make it available to all children, regardless of the 
lifestyle of their mothers. Obviously, all children are of equal 
value, and they should be treated so in the income tax law.

Giving help to children through tax credits is the best way 
to deal with this problem because it lets each mother spend the 
money the way she wants to spend it, instead of being forced by 
government regulations and bureaucrats to spend the money 
the way they want it spent. A mother may want to enhance her

child’s welfare in many ways other than by paying an “eligible 
provider.” She may want to use members of her family as 
baby-sitters. She may want to have “religious artifacts” on the 
wall or say daily prayers. She may want to discriminate by 
using only a female baby-sitter with her female children, or by 
giving different toys to girls and to boys. She may prefer 
baby-sitters she knows and trusts rather than those who are 
certified to have 15 hours of government training.

Making the Child Care Credit the principal vehicle of 
societal support for children means that parents can spend their 
child care money as they wish, rather than as bureaucrats dictate.

When this proposal goes on the Congressional bargaining 
table, other options and variations can be negotiated. Should 
the current age limit of 14 be retained, or should the age limit 
be lowered, possibly to the age when children enter school? 
Should the child care credit be limited to two children, or 
made available to the third and fourth child, too?

Should there be a family income limit for those eligible 
for the credit, and if so, at what level? Should the child care 
credit be refundable for the working poor to the extent of their 
Social Security payroll deductions?

Another approach would be to increase the personal 
income tax exemption for children from $2,000 to $3,000 or 
$4,000, or even to $5,000, which would give today’s child 
parity with a child’s value in the income tax code 35 years ago. 
As a cost saver, this increased exemption could be limited to 
preschool children.

We should make it easier for mothers to work for wages 
in their own homes by reducing regulations that inhibit home- 
based work. We could reinstate the old protective labor laws 
that prohibited an employer from forcing a woman to work 
more than eight hours a day. We should encourage flex-time 
and shared-jobs options.

We should also seek innovative ways for how our society 
can build family economic stability and security based on the 
earning of a “family wage.” That was economic reality in an 
America of less prosperous times, so it surely is possible today.

Ask your Senators and Congressmen, as well as all 
Presidential candidates, these two questions: (1) Will you 
support fairness for all children and their mothers by 
extending the Child Care Credit to all children, regardless of 
the lifestyle of their mothers?

(2) Will you oppose forcing the taxpayers to give cash 
“certificates” to employed mothers who turn their children 
over to government-approved baby-sitters, while denying 
financial support to mothers who care for their own children 
or use care and baby-sitting help from family members and 
other persons of their own choosing (even if they are not 
government approved)? If your answer is YES, then you will 
oppose all the day care bills now pending in Congress.
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