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COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1971

THURSDAY, MAY 27, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND

POVERTY, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH,
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC 

WELFARE,ashington,D.0
The subcommittees met, at 10:' 05 a.m., in room 1318, New Senate

Office Building, Senator Walter F. Mondale (Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Children and Youth), presiding.

Present: Senator Mondale.
Committee staff members present: A. Sidney Johnson III, profes-

sional staff member John K. Scales, minority counsel.
Senator MONDALE. The subcommittee is considering this morning

S. 1512, the Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971 Senator
Packwood has asked me to express his regrets at not being able to
attend this hearing today, due to a conflict with another subcommittee
which is conducting an executive session.
We have a number of witnesses present this morning whom I am

sure will bring helpful testimony before the committee.
Our first witness this morning will be Rita C. Davidson, secretary

of the Maryland Department of Employment and Social Services.
I want to welcome you, Mrs. Davidson, and you may proceed with

your statement in any manner you see fit.

STATEMENT OF RITA C. DAVIDSON, SECRETARY, MARYLAND DE-
PARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL SERVICES, BALTI-
MORE, MD.

Mrs. DAVIDSON. Mr. Chairman and subcommittee members.
I am Rita C. Davidson, secretary of the Maryland Department of

Employment and (Social Services, which encompasses the State's wel-
fare program, its employment and training services, its antipoverty
programs, its child development program and a long list of other pro-
grams of service to those in need of help.
I want ,first to express my enthusiastic support for the breadth and

depth of program envisaged by S. 1512, for its recognition of the many
factors which contribute to the healthy development of a child and his
potential, and for its recognition for the first time of government's
responsibility—from conception to adolescence for the wholesome
development of each of its young citizens. It is 'a vital role for govern-
ment, and its assumption by government is long overdue.
I must, however, object strongly to the bill's provisions on prime

sponsorship, both as a negation of our present form of government and
as an approach which is certain to fail in the bill's stated goal of pro-

(673)
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viding every child with a fair and full opportunity to reach his fullpotential.
UNDERMINING THE FEDERAL SYSTEM

The bill's provisions make eligible for prime sponsorship a State, alocality, a combination of localities, or, in the absence of an aoceptableplan from any of these, a private, nonprofit group. If, however, a Stateproposes to conduct a program in a local area which has submitted anacceptable application, the Secretary is required to fund the locality.Senator MONDALE. What States are conducting quality child devel-opment programs now or capable of doing so?
Mrs. DAVIDSON. Maryland is one of them.
Senator MONDALE. Can you think of any others?
Mrs. DAVIDSON. I am sure there must be some others in the United

States.
This preference must be given without regard to the respective

merits of the two plans or whether a joint effort might not produce a
better program. The State is thus left to preside over the cow pastures.
The failure to recognize and take advantage of the State's logical

role as planner and coordinator is a major shortcoming in the bill. I
am not suggesting that all funding should be funneled through the
State, nor even that the State be given priority over the subdivisions.
I am urging that the States be assigned the very vital role of planning
and even of oversight. Within the confines of the State plan localities
can be funded—either separately or jointly with other localities or
with the State. In fact, it should be the function of the State to arrive
at agreement with the localities as to who will be responsible for serv-
ing as prime sponsor in which areas. That, it seems to me, should be
fundamental to the entire concept of a comprehensive, coordinated
system.
A system of grants which bypasses the States can only undermine

the federal system of government. It is based on what I consider a
mistaken assumption that the level of government geographically
closest to the people governs most in the interest of the people. But
the wide range of social legislation enacted in the last decade by the
Federal Congress—not initiated by the cities or the counties—has
taught us this is not necessarily true. It was the Federal Government
which initiated the moves against poverty, against discrimination,
against educational deprivation of poor children and against unem-
ployment. The Federal Government has taken the leadership on many
controversial social issues because it is less vulnerable to attack from
local groups which may want to keep down taxes or keep up inflated
real estate values or maintain their own ethnic supremacy.
Just as the Federal Government has moved where mayors or county

executives have feared to tread, so might a State government. In Mary-
land, the State government has, in fact, provided the leadership for
racially integrated day-care centers in counties whose conservation is
so pervasive that it is doubtful that such a racial mix of enrollees and
staff could have developed under local aegis. Other States have simi-
lar capacity for assuming the lead in areas still timid about stepping
into the 20th century.
More succinctly, what I am saying is this: Local units of govern-

ment are not invested with any particular competence to grasp the
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needs and aspirations of the people—especially poor people—nor to
administer a program responsive to those needs and aspirations. On
the contrary, it often happens that the unit of government farthest
away is most responsive.
Let me also call to your attention the fact that the Governor is fre-

quently more representative of the people than the elected head of the
smaller units of government. Almost twice as many people in Balti-
more City voted for Governors as voted for mayor in the last election
for each of these offices. To be specific, 214,000 Baltimoreans voted for
Governor in 1970; only 134,538 Baltimoreans cast a ballot for mayor
in 1967. The bill seems to imply that there is no ability on the Gov-
ernor's part to reach the people. The people, apparently, do not feel
that way.
They identify political responsibility more with the Governor than

with the mayor. The Governor owes them an obligation to be able
to do his part to help them with their programs.
We believe that the failure to place with the State the planning

and oversight responsibility will bring about the same chaos which
today characterizes manpower training.
It is of some significance that most of the Senate sponsors of the

child development bill were also sponsors of the comprehensive man-
power training bill of 1970. Fundamental to the approach spelled out
in that bill was the emphasis on statewide planning. Clearly it was
inserted as an antidote to the chaos which has developed in the absence
of such planning.
Let me quote from the bill:
Experience has shown that the administration and delivery of effective man-

power programs are extremely complex, requiring a more comprehensive, unified
and flexible approach . . .
The effectiveness of manpower programs would be improved by a more coordi-

nated approach in evaluating the needs of individual participants and mobilizing
available resources to meet these needs. It is, therefore, the purpose of this Act
to establish a comprehensive and coordinated national manpower program,
involving the efforts of all sectors of the economy and all levels of government.

To achieve this aim the bill places on the State the responsibility
for developing a comprehensive plan for the State. In this way, no
area "falls between chairs," duplication and overlapping are avoided
and all available resources within the State can be tapped.
The administration and delivery of child development programs are

no less complex than that of manpower programs, and statewide plan-
ning is no less essential.
Absent a State plan for child development in each State, we shall

end up with thousands of small, isolated, uncoordinated child-care
programs, each limited in scope by its own boundaries.
In his introductory remarks on S. 1513, Senator Mondale made a

statement to which I must take exception. He said:
* * * few States have become involved in early childhood development pro-

grams in any significant manner, and none have the resources to undertake a
program of the scope we intend in this legislation.

With all due respect to the chairman, I wish to point out that the
State in most instances has more resources than the localities. Certainly
this is true in Maryland. In any event, resources are not so abundant in
any State that we can afford to use only a small portion of those that
may be available for child development.
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I am, therefore, urging that the bill be amended to provide the
following:
(1) That the State be given the responsibility for planning, coordi-

nation and oversight of child development programs;
(2) That a priority for funding be given a State plan which estab-

lishes a joint program with one or several of its subdivisions;
(3) That a State plan which does not establish such a joint program

be given equal consideration with any locality which may apply for
prime sponsorship in an area encompassed by the State plan; and that
selection be based on the relative merits of the two plans; and
(4) That bonuses be awarded contiguous localities or a State and

its localities for joint programing.
The intent of this bill is very easy to understand in light of the par-

ticular people who occupy a good many of the Governors' seats in the
United States of America.

appreciate what is being done here and what is the intent to be
done, but I would point out that there are what I call the good Gov-
ernors, the bad Governors, the ones with the white hats and the ones
with the black hats.
What your bill does is determine in advance that every Governor is

a bad guy Governor and every Governor wears a black hat and that
every local official is a good guy official and wears a good guy's hat.

All that we are asking you today is not to build in that presumption,
not to play the role of God and make that determination in advance.
We are asking you not to impose that rigidity but rather to open the
door for a determination by the Secretary of the Department of HEW
in each particular instance, based on each particular set of facts, to
determine whether, based on past performance, based on funding
levels, the State might not in fact in some instances be the good guy
and should be the one who is permitted to move forward.
Maryland's experience with a profusion of uncoordinated child care

programs points to the need for the four changes I have listed above.
There are currently enrolled in Maryland in licensed day care facili-

ties 15,634 preschool children on a full-time basis and 16,590 on a half-
day basis. No one knows how many may be enrolled in unlicensed
facilities. These children are in a diversity of public and private pro-
grams. My own department operates 20 day care centers, a number
which will grow to 30 by next December. We also provide family day
care and purchase of group day care. Throughout the State there are
96 Headstart programs, run by community action agencies; 44 day
care centers for the retarded, operated by the Maryland Department
of Health and Mental Hygiene; 123 private nursery schools and kinder-
gartens accredited by the board of education and 42 early childhood
education centers operated by the State board of education with the
assistance of title I and III funds of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act.
As the need grew and the number of programs proliferated in our

State, it became clear that planning and coordination were going to
be necessary.
In recognition of this, Governor Mandel last December established

an Office of Childhood Development within the Department of Em-
ployment and Social Services. Its principal mandate is to plan and
coordinate child development programs so that we can make use of
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all available resources—public and private—to the end that every
child in need of the program can have access, and that it be a good
program.
Unfortunately, the bill before you today is the antithesis of this

principle. It would take us back to the chaos we are trying to leave
behind. In the conduct of our own day care programs, we are em-
phasizing comprehensive services, encompassing educational, health,
diagnostic, cultural, and social services. As an indication of the em-
phasis we are placing on quality, I might mention that we are budg-
eted for fiscal 1972 at $2,088 a year per child, which is slightly below
the HEW Office of Child Development's estimate of $2,320 a year per
child for a top-notch program, but well above the medium or accept-
able level of $1,862.
According to Gertrude Hoffman, program specialist for day care

of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: "Maryland is
far ahead of most States in providing child care under public agency
aegis."
We cite this statement from a memorandum of September 11, 1970,

as testament that a State can provide high-quality service on the
community level.
We are currently moving in the direction of greater community in-

volvement. A statewide 4—C's committee is today functioning as adviser
to our Office of Childhood Development. The State committee is cur-
rently organizing local committees, at least one-third of whose mem-
bership will be parents of enrollees.
In all respects we feel the State of Maryland is moving in the direc-

tion to which this bill points.
,Although we are growing, we are not growing rapidly enough to

meet the very great need in our State. For that reason, this program is
vital to us.
According to the Labor Department, about one-third of all mothers

with children below the age of 6 are working—a total of 41/2-million
mothers. If we apply Maryland's population ratio to the national
figure, we can assume that about 90,000 working women in Maryland
have youngsters under 6 who need day care. We are certain that a large
percentage of these children are inadequately cared for. Many are in
the care of older brothers or sisters who sometimes take turns staying
home from school to carry out their adult duties. Others are in the care
of a father who works at night and sleeps during the day. Others are
"turnkey kids," completely on their own. And, of course, we have all
heard the many horror stories about some of the unlicensed centers.
Such neglect of children is a disgrace to our rich and otherwise

child-oriented Nation. Nothing is too good for our children—except
perhaps good care.
We want to move forward. We believe in the comprehensive pro-

gram you are offering. We hope you will make it possible for us at
the State level who are, in our view, the good guys and wear the white
hats, who have demonstrated the ability to carry out such a program
to continue and to grow and to offer in our State at least the kind of
leadership we believe we can offer to make this program a success.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you for your comprehensive statement

concerning those who seek to administer such programs at the State
level.
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I must say that I believe Governor Mandel is one of the great Gov-
ernors of our country.
Mrs. DAVIDSON. Thank you.
Senator MONDALE. I really admire him.
In picking the white hats, as you refer to them, we could choose,

I suppose, the Department of HEW. Or we could choose the Gover-
nors or the mayors or the parents. We chose the parents rather than
any of them on the grounds that parents knew best what was best for
the children.
Of course that is what upper middle class people do all the time.

They wouldn't dream of letting their children be placed under the
control of other authorities. So we don't get into the question of who
is better able to provide quality child care. That is clearly for the
parents to do.
I gather from your comments you thought we were making the

mayor the big cheese, so to speak.
Mrs. DAVIDSON. The question is who actually gets funded and

whether it be a locality—and I notice you have not here set for the size
of the locality. It can be a very small area, apparently, that can be
funded.

Senator 'MONDALE. Under our bill only those projects can be funded
which a parent-council approves. It is not the mayor, it is not the
Governor, it is not the Secretary of the HEW and it is not the Presi-
dent of the United States. The power in this program rests with the
parents.
Mrs. DAVIDSON. I understand that—and I have no objection to that.

I think that is a good feature of the bill.
What I am suggesting is in the planning function, in putting to-

gether a program, we find in our State, or found before we started
our new office, that the Social Services Administration would place
a day care center immediately across the street from model cities day
care center because there was something called coordination that was
absent. This is wasteful. It spins everybody's wheels. It duplicates
effort and it provides us less services. The approach of giving the
localities or the parents the decisionmaking, the running of the pro-
gram, determinations as to what kind of a program, whether the
community wants a program or not—that is fine but somewhere in
the world there has got to be somebody who worries about whether
15 groups are doing the same thing, doing something dicerent, ap-
proaching one target group or a different target group, et cetera. It

iis really n the planning field that we have concern.
Once everybody could agree that this is the way it goes, then clearly

the money could go to the localities, to the parents, and they could
run their program in the way in which they see fit. But we cannot, in
my view, simply take the position that just like Topsy it is all going
to come out in the right place. That really is the way we went to the
manpower field and it does create problems.
You get competing programs, overlapping programs, the State

trying to do its thing and the city trying to do its thing and the
parents trying to do their thing, with nobody talking to one another.
It is a practical, day-to-day problem. It is really in the planning field
or in the coordinating field that I see the vital role for the State.
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The State doesn't have to run the programs, it doesn't have to imple-
ment the programs, but it is a political entity.
People do elect the governor and it can provide through the plan-

ning mechanism a kind of integration which we will not otherwise get.
Senator MONDALE. I can see where a State's planning services could

be valuable. I can see where the State's advisory coordinating role
would be practical. But if you give the States the power I think it will
dilute the parent role and result in the same kind of disappointments
we have had in ESEA title I, the Johnson-O'Malley funds, the school
desegregation funds and all the rest. I think all of those programs
suffer from the failure to respond to the needs of the parents and the
needs of the children.

Let's go back to the employment program. We did pass an employ-
ment act, but in that act we placed the control Of manpower programs
in communities of 75,000 or more, not in the States. We did it because
after several years of experience we have been very disappointed in
some of the States. For example, we have to think about what John
Bell Williams wants to do for the poor black children of Mississippi.
We have to think about what Governor Reagan has in mind for the
children of welfare mothers in California. It is not a happy thought.
Mrs. DAVIDSON. My only point is 
SenatorMONDALE. Would you give them the power to run all day-

care centers in Mississippi?
Mrs. DAVIDSON. I would give them the power to submit a plan and

to have the plan judged on the basis of its merits and on the basis of
the State's previous experience and ability to perform in this field
in competition with the plan of the locality.
I am not suggesting that you give us everything, "us" being the

States, because I understand your difficulties. I am asking for an even
chance. I am asking that when the State submits a plan and a locality
submits a plan, that the Secretary of the HEW be given the discretion
to review those plans to determine which is the better of the two plans,
which of the parties has demonstrated an ability to carry forward the
intent of the act, and then to make a determination.
This is my only point.
I would like the State to be given an even chance with the locality.

It may be that there is another Governor besides mine somewhere in
the United States who really wants to do this job with you. I think
those Governors, whoever they may be, ought to be on a par with the
local community.
I think the Secretary of HEW ought to have the discretion to evalu-

ate the plan and I think we ought not to decide today that we know
that no Governor is going to do that and that any locality that comes
in is going to do something better for the people than what the State
might do. That is my point.
Senator MONDALE. What we are saying is that we are preferring

the parents.
Mrs. DAVIDSON. I understand that but you know parents sometimes

have less money than the State. Localities sometimes have less money
than the State. If a locality comes in with a proposal—and let's say it
is a fairly large one. Let's say it happens to be as large as the city of
Baltimore. If it places one day care center in the northwest quadrant
and three in the other three quadrants of the city, then I take it that it
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has established its geographical area. The city has much less funds toput into this kind of a program, it so happens in my State, than doesthe State itself.
Why should the State be prohibited from participating as a joint

partner in that program, as a joint sponsor in that program? That iswhat you are telling us is going to happen. This, I am suggesting, maybe a waste of resource, it may •be a waste of talent, of technical
assistance.
It seems to me that where a State is willing to add additional money

to the locality it ought not to simply have to give the money to the
locality, that it ought to be given the right to participate in the
program.
Senator MONDALE. One of our problems with equality between

parents and a State is illustrated in Mississippi. We have John Bell
Williams working up a plan for the poor black children of a county.
Then the parents of that county plan something for their children.
Then they both come to Washington and compete for approval.
Do you think that is equal?
Mrs. DAVIDSON. In my view if you have a competent Secretary of the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, I think it is equal.
Senator MONDALE. They come down here and in the name of State's

rights say, "Now, look, are you going to say that we don't know how to
handle our programs here? Are you going to turn down the sovereign
State of Mississippi, or the sovereign State of California?! Or are you
going to listen to these radicals that want a program for their
children?"
Mrs. DAVIDSON. I don't know Mr. Richardson very well. If I were

the Secretary of that department it would be equal.
Senator MONDALE. That might be right.
Thank you very much.
Our next witnesses are a community panel from the city of New

York.
Mrs. Patricia Williams, president of the parents organization of

the Bethany-Lenox Hill Day Care Center; Mrs. Sylvia Okoronko,
vice chairman of the parents organization of the Bethany-Lenox Hill
Day Care Center; and Mrs. Carol Lubin of United Neighborhood
Houses of New York City.
I understand the National Federation of Settlement Houses helped

bring this panel together and I am grateful to them.

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA WILLIAMS, PRESIDENT, PARENTS
ORGANIZATION OF THE BETHANY-LENOX HILL DAY CARE
CENTER AND BOARD MEMBER, LENOX HILL NEIGHBORHOOD
ASSOCIATION, NEW YORK CITY; ACCOMPANIED BY SYLVIA
OKORONKO, VICE CHAIRMAN, PARENTS ORGANIZATION OF THE
BETHANY-LENOX HILL DAY CARE CENTER AND BOARD MEM-
BER, LENOX HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, NEW YORK
CITY; AND CAROL LUBIN, UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSES OF
NEW YORK CITY

Mrs. LuBIN. I am Carol Lubin and I just want to explain for a
second what our delegation is.
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Mrs. Garson will be a little late.
In putting together our delegation we have deliberately selected

parents who are also members of the board of day care centers that
are in settlements. Mrs. Garson, who is a paraprofessional teacher in
the settlement, and I would like to call on our first witness.
Mrs. WILLIAMS. I plan to deviate from my statement.
My name is Patricia Williams. I am the president of the Bethany-

Lenox Hill Day Care Center Parents' Organization as well as a mem-
ber of the board of directors of Lenox Hill Neighborhood House in
New York City.
I am here as a member of the team of representatives speaking for

the National Federation of Settlements and United Neighborhood
Houses of New York.
My two daughters are enrolled in the Bethany-Lenox Hill Day

Care Center enabling me to be employed as a departmental adminis-
trator at New York Medical College in New York City, which is cur-
rently affiliated with Metropolitan Hospital Center. This hospital
serves a community largely made up of Spanish-speaking and black
citizens.
In working with young doctors still in training, I have learned from

them how badly the children of this community need the programs
described in S. 1512. Many of them are undernourished, knowing only
a life of deprivation, sickness, and hunger. The care given to them by
these dedicated young physicians only scratches the surface of the
problems of their lives.
We who are involved in early childhood programs feel that S. 1512

is generally a good, useful, and vitally needed piece of legislation and
urge that it be reported for action by the Senate and passed. I, my-
self, am particularly pleased that this legislation calls for local prime
sponsors which can deal directly with the Federal Government instead
of being involved in political infighting between State and city which
is now taking place in New York.
They can deal with the Federal Government instead of being in-

volved in political pulling and tugging between State and city which
is now taking place in New York. Coming from Metropolitan New
York and having lived in upstate New York for a number of years,
I come from a State where the decisions for the city are made largely
by representatives of those people living in upstate communities which
are largely rural communities.
We are faced now, as a matter of fact, with a situation in New York

where the State has decided that in order to receive Federal funding—
because they have more money—to change the requirements as far as
day care in New York City is concerned; 96.3 percent of the day care
services in New York State are located in New York City. What this
will do is prevent a family of four making more than $7,500 a year
from getting any kind of day care services. It will raise fees beyond
the scope of the pocketbooks of some of these people who depend on
day care to make their living. It will take away day care from a lot
of people in New York City who need it and it will prevent anybody
who does not have it now from getting it in the future.
This is why I feel if we can deal directly with the Federal Govern-

ment—not to give the State Governor the black hat or the white hat,
necessarily, but simply to be able to deal with the Federal Govern-
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ment based on our local needs and not get involved in funding and
political influences which are rampant in the State of New York now.
It may not occur in Maryland but it certainly occurs in New York

State.
Senator MONDALE. I am sure they have none of it in Maryland.
Mrs. WILLIAMS. I am sure they don't.
I have read Senator Mondale's introduction of S. 1512 in the Con-

gressional Record of April 6, 1971. I found it to be a fine, noble speech
expressing the vital needs of our children in this country. However, I
feel that S. 1512 itself lacks a very illusive ingredient. It does call at-
tention to, among other things, the nutritional and health needs of our
children which are tragically evident today.
I, myself, lived in Vermont and in upstate New York for 5 years,

and saw young children who did not know what ice cream was, who
had never had a home without a dirt floor, or slept a winter's night
without freezing from the cold coming through the plastic windows,
and whose chance for breaking out of this environment was small
indeed.
However, the quality of the teaching and care which the children

in these programs receive is vitally important. This is the illusive
ingredient which is not emphasized in the bill as much as I would like
it to be. Our children deserve the very best of everything.

Briefly, I should like to comment on what we as parents, given
proper funding, would consider an ideal day-care situation. We see
day-care centers all over the country available to families and children
who need them or want them, staffed by professionals, paraprofes-
sionals, and community citizens, all working together to give the chil-
dren a healthy, stimulating, and joyful learning experience.
We see all the staff within the day-care structure well trained

whether through in-service programs or other sources, for the complete
development of every child's potentials.
I am delighted that S. 1512 calls for parent representation especially

on the local policy councils. I do not feel that one specialist in early
childhood development on a local policy council is enough. I would
think that parents whose children are involved in these programs
would rather have 50 percent representation on these policy councils
and more experts in childhood development to help us give the chil-
dren the best programs possible.
As parents we all want the best for our children but unfortunately

love and affection do not necessarily qualify us to decide which pro-
grams are the best for our children.
I would also like to call attention tb an area which is not covered

by S. 1512. Children in the ages of 3 to 10 are subject to various minor
infections, common colds, et cetera. When a mother finds her child has
a cough or a cold, she is faced with the problem of either staying out
of work or finding a babysitter to come to the home, if she can afford
it. She cannot take the child to the day care center for fear of infect-
ing other children and also exposing the child to too strenuous activity
for his condition.
I would like to see an infirmary or clinic in each day care center

set aside for children who are not seriously ill, where they would be
cared for by professionals and still involved in moderate activity
separated from healthy children. Public health nurses or physicians
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could certify for the director of the center that the child was able to
attend the infirmary or clinic.
With two children who periodically have upper respiratory in-

fections, I can testify to the tremendous relief this would be to the
parents who are under pressure to maintain a steady work record.
In closing, may I simply stress on behalf of those parents, and their

children whom I represent, 100 percent support for S. 1512 and the
hope for its passage into actual legislation. It can only be a sound
investment for all our futures.
Mrs. OKORONKWO. My name is Sylvia Okoronkwo, and I am a full-

time registered nurse at the New York Hospital. As was indicated by
the previous speaker, I am part of the National Federation of Settle-
ments—United Neighborhood Houses team which is testifying in
general support of S. 1512.
As the parent of one child in day care—and with two older children

of elementary school age attending a settlement house after-school
program, I can personally vouch for the importance of qualified day
care and child development services. I can also attest to the fact that
I would not have pursued my own career or rendered service to others
had I not been able to find satisfactory care for all three of my children.
My two older children attended the Bethany-Lenox Hill Center

until they began elementary school. If I gave 1.11) my professional ca-
reer and stayed at home to take full responsibility for the care of my
children

' 
I would find myself on the welfare roll and not only be Et

financial burden on society but also diminish the strength of the medi-
cal services which we so badly need in the country. As you may be
aware there is an acute shortage of trained medical personnel, espe-
cially nurses, in the United States and in the world as a whole. The
medical profession is expanding and needs more specialists at all levels.
I work days, evenings, and nights in an intensive care unit caring

for patients who have had open-heart surgery. There are hundreds
of thousands of mothers who render similar professional and essential
services to communities and the country who would be lost to welfare
rolls because of inadequate facilities in day care centers and commu-
nity houses. Because I believe in parental responsibility both in op-
erating day care centers and in guiding settlement house policies, I am
now serving on the parent committee of the day care center and the
board of directors of the settlement house—Lenox Hill Neighborhood
Association.
As a registered nurse, I believe I am in a particularly strong position

to comment on both the flexibility of programs covered by S. 1512 and
the variety of the need of our population for diverse programs. I see so
frequently, as I deal with patients, the cost to them and to our people
as a whole, of inadequate services for our children; of inadequate nu-
trition, of inadequate understanding of the needs of special groups—
the handicapped, the minority, or the culturally different, the family
with language problems and also the specially gifted and the over-
restrained, to mention only a few.
From my experience as an R.N., I am aware of some of the special

problems that must be faced in dealing with the very young, on the
one hand, and the older children on the other. I am, therefore, very
happy to find that the bill takes their problems into consideration
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and makes provision both for their care and for training of staff tohelp provide for their development.
In this connection, we need more than just babysitters. More moneyshould be provided so that the day care centers would be in a 'positionto give more than just custodial care. More money is needed for com-prehensive quality programs, programs which will help the child todevelop and utilize all its potential. I am aware, however, of two inade-

quacies in the bill.
First, not enough money has been appropriated to secure adequate

staff, provide for their training needs, and obtain the particular facil-
ities that may be needed.
Second, there is no specific place within the structure of the local

policy council for representation of these needs and of the special
expertise that may be needed to develop the most feasible local plans
to cover these children and their families. If I were a parent member
of a local policy committee, I would not want to have to speak regu-
larly for all the factors concerned.
On behalf of those I represent, I offer full support to S. 1512.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much.
You say you have three children?
Mrs. OKORONKWO. I do, sir.
Senator MONDALE. What ages are 'they?
Mrs. OKORONKWO. My older child is 9 years old. The one next to her

is 8 and the last child is 5.
Senator MONDALE. And the two older ones go to elementary school?
MrS. OKORONKWO. They do.
Senator MONDALE. And are gone during the day?
Mrs. OKORONKWO. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. And the youngest child goes to the day care

center?
Mrs. OKORONKWO. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. What do you think of the services you get at the

day care center? Do you think the child gets the decent care she needs?
Mrs. OKORONKWO. The one going there presently does indeed. As a

matter of fact, she has been guided in such a way that I feel that she
has developed beyond the normal child's development. Recently we
were allowed to take the records of the examinations which she passed.
This test was exposed to her through the facilities of independent
schools in New York City and State. She won a scholarship through
this and will be going to an independent or private facility.
So I think they developed her very well. She went to Lennox Hill

Neighborhood Day Care Center when she was 2 years and 111/2 months.
Senator MONDALE. What kind of program do they have? Maybe

you could tell us how much they spend annually per person. Does
anyone know?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Per child?
'Senator MONDALE. Yes.
Mrs. WILLIAMS. I think it's in the neighborhood of $2,700.
Mrs. LUBIN. We would like to add this to the record later. It might

be worth noting that one of the big advantages of day-care centers
in settlement houses is that they have been receiving reimbursement
from the city on the basis of part-city and part-Federal and part-State
funds for each child on the basis of their own budget. They also add
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in a very substantial factor in that the space is given by the settlement
and is not paid for by the city at the moment, and they add in extra
administrative and other services, since they have several other pro-
grams from which they can draw.
In this respect day-care centers in settlement houses are in a some-

what stronger position than day-care centers that are all on their
own. This is one of the reasons why both of our ladies are members
of the boards of both the day-care house and the settlement center. The
expenses run quite close to $2,600.
Senator MONDALE. IS it comprehensive child care with education,

health, and nutrition?
Mrs. OKORONICWO. Definitely.
Mrs. WILLIAMS. The settlement house has a full-time nurse.
Senator MONDALE. How many children in the day care center?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Ninety-five. That includes an after-school program

where the children are picked up from the local public school, brought
to the settlement house to the day care center.

Senator MONDALE. How many children do you have?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Two.
Senator MONDALE. And how many in the day-care center?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Both.
Senator MONDALE. How old are they?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Four and five.
Senator MONDALE. What do you think of the services they receive?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. It's my livelihood, really. It has given me the

opportunity to work. It has given me the opportunity to watch my
children develop.

Senator MONDALE. What do you do What is your job?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. I am a departmental administrator in a medical

college.
Senator MONDALE. You don't have to answer this. What does that

pay?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. About $8,000 a year—are you talking about gross

or net? It's quite different.
Senator MONDALE. What would happen if they had a day-care center

where the children were not offered this developmental care but were
simply kept during the day, with no decent health or education serv-
ices. What would you do?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Since I am alone and have no choice, either to work

or to go to the welfare rolls. If I had the choice of putting my child
in a situation where I felt it would be detrimental to her I would not
leave her in that kind of situation.

Senator MONDALE. Which would then mean you would go to welfare?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Yes. I don't know what I would do but I would not

put my children in a situation I felt was detrimental to them. I don't
think any day-care center can be detrimental to a child but I think
that if it is a glorified babysitting service, then that can be very detri-
mental to a child.
You have a child who is going through its most crucial age of de-

velopment, and it's a very sensitive thing you are working with. For
myself, I can only say that to me Lennox Hill has been just the greatest
thing that ever happened to me and to my children. I would love to
see every day-care center in this country exactly like that one.
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Senator MONDALE. Do you think most of the day-care centers in New
York City are of the same quality?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. Not by any means. Not anywhere near it.
Senator MONDALE. Would you comment on that?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. I think it is unfortunate that because of problems

in our State government and because of the localities in which these
people live who really need the day care centers, that there are not
sufficient facilities, and they don't have the money to hire the kind
of professionals and well-trained people that they need. The parents
sometimes come from foreign countries and don't understand the lan-
guage, and don't know what their children are learning. They are not
getting anything except glorified babysitting services.
These parents are valiantly trying to stay off the welfare rolls. My

mother works for the New York State Employment Service and she
sees countless numbers of women every day who are trying very hard
to find jobs, to find a day-care center to take their children. There are
no places available. There is not enough money and there's going to be
less in New York now.
Senator MONDALE. How many applications do you receive? How

many do you have to turn down?
Mrs. LUBIN. In New York there are more children on the waiting

lists than there are in day care.
Senator MONDALE. Do you know how many are on the waiting list

for this center?
Mrs. WILLIAMS. For Lennox Hill 'Center? I believe that number at

Lennox Hill is not as large as the waiting list at other centers in the
city, simply because it's located in a neighborhood that is very mixed.
It is on the East Side, which is a high-income neighborhood. There
is a waiting list but not as large as at other centers.
Mrs. OBORONKWO. I think it's also due to the fact that the people

coming from that neighborhood are mostly senior citizens or in the
upper income bracket and they would not need that facility, because
the neighborhood has changed. Then there are a few of us who do need
the facility, which would reduce the waiting list comparatively.

Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much for a most useful state-
ment and for a view of what these centers mean to you as parents. It's
very helpful to us.
Mrs. LUBIN. Senator, could I just add one thing on the waiting list

situation?
What has been said about Lennox Hill is obviously true but in most

of the city the waiting lists are not only large but one of the things
that has worried us so. Take for example the lower East Side in New
York, where we have been trying to have a coordinated approach to
the problem.
We know that there are quantities of parents—we lack the research

funds to determine exactly how many and this is why we are glad
to see this kind of provision in the bill—who know that the day care
centers, both good and bad, are closed, and that they cannot take any
more in at the moment. Therefore they have ceased to register. We
keep hearing both from the welfare offices and through the schools
of the quantities of mothers who would get off welfare if they could
find a place, and others who are earning low incomes and who are seek-
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ing places. This is also particularly hard on the after-school programs
for kids from the age of 6 on up.
I am pleased to see that your bill goes up to age 15. Those mothers

must find some way of looking after their children. The city is just
beginning to fund after-school programs as independent programs
related to the schools. That is, not necessarily in the schools but as
part of them. This is the kind of problem in our current fight between
the city and the State.
These children are going to be rejected completely because the fees

are so high they will not be able to afford to go into the after-school
programs.
Mrs. Garson has still not arrived. I hope it will be possible to provide

for her statement.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much. We will include her state-

ment as it reads. Our next witness is Mrs. Phyllis Robinson, who is a
delegate to the White House Conference on Children and a Headstart
parent.
I might say that Senator Javits could not be with us this morning

but he is the principal cosponsor of this measure.
We are very pleased to have you here with us this morning, Mrs.

Robinson. Thank you for coming.

STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS ROBINSON, DELEGATE TO THE WHITE
HOUSE CONFERENCE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH, HEADSTART
PARENT, PROVIDENCE, R.I.

Mrs. ROBINSON. Thank you, 'Senator 1VIondale.
First I would like to read from my statement. I hope it's been passed

out among you by this time.
Senator MONDALE. Yes. We have it.
Mrs. ROBINSON. Senator Mondale, members of the committee, ladies

and gentlemen, my name is Phyllis J. Robinson, former chairman of
Headstart Board of Directors, Inc., in Providence, R.I., former chair-
man of region I, OCD—HEW, parent advisory council and first vice-
chairman of national parent advisory council, and delegate to the
White House Conference on Children and Youth. Thank you for ask-
ing me to testify in support of your comprehensive child development
bill.
Throughout the past 5 years I personally was gifted as many other

parents with a program affectionately known as Headstart. Like a
child during its infancy, great care and moneys are poured into it and
first-class treatment is given all the way.
The need was great, this innovative program reached out for certain

segments of the poor population and could only administer to those
children of great need who met the poverty requirements, thus leaving
behind those children whose parents were working and because those
parents made $20 over the poverty line they could not be accepted, and
if they were it was because of a greater need.
In Providence, we have at least 1,000 children, 3 and 4 years old, on

waiting lists to get into Headstart. If you included those children just
over the poverty line, there would be 2,500 on the waiting list. Many
Headstart parent groups are faced with similar situations, not enough
money, thousands of children on the waiting lists, making decisions on
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a suitable classroom, where it will be located next year; worrying about
continuous replacement of classrooms from church basements or
schoolrooms.
Parents want to serve more children, but moneys are not available.

More money must be provided, and it must be secure—such as funding
for a 2-year period. Parents want a day-care situation and Headstart
can and is becoming just that—we need money to employ more staff to
help with children.
Parents do not want to be forced to work as I am sure you under-

stand this as many feel a mother's place is in the home, and with their
children. I feel as a parent that their wishes should be respected.
Parents have come a long way as part of the Headstart family. They

serve as volunteers in the classrooms; many work in paid positions as
consultants and some volunteer and with directors at the administra-
tion level.
Many parents desire jobs but no new moneys are available in the

program, but with this new bill, Comprehensive Child Development
Act, there is hope for many of us to obtain jobs and remove ourselves
from despair to dignity.
Parents and former parents should have a strong involvement in

program, as members of the Child Development Council and the local
policy councils that this act entails.
Parents of low income would welcome parents of upper income

brackets into the program provided there is no threat to the content
of the program and that its priority remains with the poor. You see
as in the past, many feel like myself that just as soon as a program
gets too good it is no longer a product of the poor people but instead
belongs to those who can afford to pay for its services.
I hope I have been able to show you that there is a desperate need

for your Comprehensive Child Development bill. But we are very
concerned about any moneys going directly to the State. What safe-
guards will there be for poor people and parents then? States are not
sensitive or responsive to the poor; they don't want parents to be in-
volved. The Government has been in business for a long time and it
doesn't want parents disrupting things.
If States do get this money, their rigid laws will be employed and

many people will forfeit their present jobs. Noncertified teachers
already employed in Headstart programs must be assured that their
jobs will be maintained.
A wise man once said:
"Some people see things as they are and ask why. I see things as they

might have been and ask why not."
If the poor were given a chance to control their own destinies and

were supported by human faith and the Government made moneys
available with guidance, I am willing to bet that poverty would be
on its way out.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much for a most useful state-

ment, Mrs. Robinson.
Why do you believe that parents' involvement in the control of these

programs is important?
Mrs. ROBINSON. Well, sir; as in the past and as you probably know,

parents have been trying desperately to be heard. In the school system
throughout the United States of America you will note that there
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are often confrontations on what is best for this child. Parent in-
volvement means many things.
It means the parent relating to the child, the parent relating to the

administration. I think if parents were given a far better role—I hope
I am on the right question?

Senator MONDALE. Yes, you are.
Mrs: ROBINSON. If parents were given a far better role such as one

of decisionmaking, not of advisory, you know, and they were listened
to, they were given a greater voice, I don't think this confrontation
would exist.
Senator MONDALE. There seems to be a feeling among most Amer-

icans that they know exactly what is best for their children.
Mrs. ROBINSON. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. But when it comes to poor folks, there is a feeling

that they don't, isn't there?
Mrs. ROBINSON. Exactly. I feel that too long the so-called bureauc-

racy has made decisions as to what is best for the poor. I feel that now
that the poor have become educated in masses per se as a result of
Headstart, as a result of many poverty programs that have been in
existence, that parents have found themselves capable of speaking on
what is best for their children.
Senator MONDALE. Do you think there are enough people around

to operate good programs if we did get the money for them?
Mrs. ROBINSON. Certainly.
Let me state this to you, that in Providence alone we cut back from

800 children to 420 over the past 5 years. Those parents that were
suddenly thrown back onto the welfare rolls are out of work. I would
say to you, give me 30 days and I could find at least 100 or 200 parents
that would be capable of operating a program.
Senator MONDALE. How did you get involved in Headstart?
Mrs. ROBINSON. It all began with a knock on the door and a lady

standing there and saying, "I'm the family worker from Headstart,"
and also my nephew was involved in it. His mother was too busy so
I went to meetings and I sort of got hung up there.
I realized that this is a new type of innovative program. It has dif-

ferent types of curricula. I was a sort of withdrawn person. I was
also fearful of the landlord, fearful of answering doors. Once I became
involved, it was just like, wow, like there are people out there who
really listen, you know, like there's a director or perhaps an assistant
director who will really talk to us. People at the administration level
and people of my level could really relate to them. So it really brought
me on, so to speak.
'Senator MONDALE. How many children do you have, Mrs. Robinson?
Mrs. ROBINSON. I have four.
Senator MONDALE. Are any of them in the Headstart program?
Mrs. ROBINSON. Angel Robinson is my daughter.
Senator MONDALE. How Old is she?
MTS. ROBINSON. She is four.
Senator MONDALE. Do you work in addition to caring for the child?
Mrs. ROBINSON. Part time. I am a trainer. I am also on the welfare

rolls and I have to report all extra moneys. I am a consultant, a parent
consultant. This will give you an idea of what parents can do. I live in
the ghetto which is in the heart of Providence. I exist there. I have been
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going to meetings and conferences, sent by the board of directors which
I am on. I have a contract to go out and consult other units. I teach
parent groups the philosophy of Headstart, you know, the nine cate-
gories. I also train administrative staff and the Headstart staff.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much for a useful statement.
Senator Pell, of Rhode Island, could not be with us today. He is a

cosponsor of the proposal which we have before us and also of course,
in a key position as chairman of the Education Subcommittee.
I am most grateful to you for your most useful statement.
Mrs. ROBINSON. Can I make a closing statement?
Senator MONDALE. Certainly.
Mrs. ROBINSON. I would like to say something to you:
In Providence we have a situation as the model cities program is in

South Providence, which is considered one of the worst parts of Provi-
dence, where I live. The model cities in Providence, Rhode Island, is
delegating the child development center to the Headstart board of
directors which is a two-thirds parent group ,and one-third profes-
sionals. The model cities is assisting in relocation and is remodeling a
shopping center to house both day care and Headstart. I think the
achievements in Providence, R.I., have been tremendous for the parents
involved and through their learning.
Senator MONDALE. You made a point here that is often missed;

namely, that for all of the frustration and public concern about the
poverty programs, it has awakened millions of Americans and pro-
vided a whole new generation of leadership among the poor; a genera-
tion capable of understanding problems, capable of speaking for the
needs of its own people, and now becoming increasingly knowledgeable
about how to assert its rights and win its points of view. Ten years ago
I don't think that was true.
Mrs. ROBINSON. No, sir; I think Headstart brought us a long way.

The parents from the local centers go to meetings and the doors are
opened and someone says, "Come on, let's have a cup of coffee. Let's air
your problems." That is the first step in the right direction. If you
take that fearful parent out of the ghetto and let her know she is
needed and wanted—to me, I feel like its a circle of roses where you
have the child in the center, the teacher and the social service center
directly and the case aid and the teacher aid, all around the child, all
the facilities of Headstart. It's sort of a circle of love and it deals with
the Headstart family, which we are now, a Headstart family. Every-
body is concerned about the child. Everybody loves the child. Every-
body is concerned about its well-being.
I think this is what made Headstart work, it is the common concern,

the common love that we have for the child.
Thank you, sir.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much for your most useful state-

ment.
I understand there is one witness from New York who is not here.

We will take her statement along with any others who could not at-
tend, and other pertinent material submitted and enter them in the
record at this point.
(The material referred to follows:)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MIRIAM GREEN ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL FEDERATION
OF SETTLEMENTS, UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSES AND THE CHILD CARE CENTER
OF HUDSON GUILD, NEW YORK

My name is Miriam Green. I am presently a teacher aide in the

day care program of the Hudson Guild Child Care Center. Like the

previous two speakers, I am a member of the team of the National

Federation of Settlements and United Neighborhood Houses. Before

my present employment as a teacher aide, I served for six years as

an assistant at the Hudson Guild Head Start program. I also worked

during two summers with their summer playschool program. I grew up

in the neighborhood of Hudson Guild and am a graduate of Charles Evans

Hughes High School. I am now attending the New York University

training program and am working for a degree to become a teacher.

While I now live in the Bronx, I remain loyal to the Lower West Side -

where I grew up and where I work - .as my community

Since I am a teacher aide in training, I am going to emphasize in my

testimony the education and training provisions in the bill. I was

particularly pleased to find that preservice and inservice education

are provided for in both sections 514 (J) and 531. Those of us who

have been working our way up a career ladder in the child development

field recognize the need for continuing education as essential and

are pleased that the sponsors of S. 1512 have given recognition to



692

2

this need. However, I know that many of my colleagues share my

feeling that the following items need to be clarified:

A clear distinction should be made in this bill between continuing

education and inservice training.

First, an inservice training component is essential to any effec-

tive program. This is different from the planned administrative

staff meeting of a program which is necessarily taken up with

,linring of procedures, new policies and regulations--both govern-

mental and from the Policy Council, as well as other procedural

and management issues. A regular 1)rogram of inservice training

is necessar5 for learning new techniques of working with children

and to provide opportunity for all staff to share their knowledge

and to upgrade the total staff functioning as a team. Ldditionally,

inservice training provides continuity to the program and brings

together all levels of staff in a joint experience. Our experi-

ence with joint sessions of professional and paraprofessional

staff in the training program has proved very helpful o both

groups. Moreover, inservice training provides opportunities for

bringing the staf of various kinds of child care programs to-

gether and thus enhances the service we can render to children

and to families. For example, it makes possible a sharing of

experiences of day care center staff and of program staff from

family day care.
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On this basis, I  feel that both time and  additional funds need

to be included for inservice training in the develonment of the

child,pare _plans outlined in this bill.

Second, continuing education implies the opportunity for our

participation, in a formal, educational, institutional setting,

where the primary learning focus is on the theory and the .method

of education. Participation in a program of continuing education

should add to further academic recognition and ultimate certi-

fication as a teacher. This should lead to better job performance

and to open more job opportunities for the individual.

In my own case, I would greatly appreciate the opportunity to further

my education so that I can increase my own development and have more

to offer the children and families with whom I work. As I stated

earlier, I started my career in Head Start with a high school diploma.

Through that experience, including participation in Head Start inservice

training, I have been encouraged to further my education. In fact,

I have been attending New York University at my own expense, but I

have found that it is an extremely difficult thing for me, especially

since the tuition fees have now gone up. The present cost of further

education on my limited teacher aide income is extremely difficult.

Nevertheless, I should note that in New York City some opportunities

are provided, but they are not enough. The kind of model for continuing

education provided by the Career Opportunity Program of the Office of

Education, should be, with modification, built into S, 1512. I recom-

mend that S. 1512 be amended to include the opportunity for a staff
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member, with less than a master's degree, to be paid for released time

from the job for the actual time spent in school and necessary travel

for school and that provision for payment for tuition, books and other

educational costs should also be included. I would add that strong en-

couragement should be given to institutions of higher learning, parti-

cularly community colleges, co that they will develop curricula and time

schedules adapted to the needs of the many thousands of people like

me across the country.

As a teacher aide in New York State, I am also gratified to note that no

person will be denied employment in any program solely on the ground

that he fails to meet State teacher certification standards. Such re-

quirements have been a very real barrier both to the employment of com-

munity people in career ladder jobs and to the use of our skills and

innate ability to work with children. But I also want to add that we

would not like to see this provision used to diminish the educational

and professional contributions that are so vitally needed - nor to

lessen the opportunities for training made possible under this and

other programs.

Next, I should like to testify very strongly in favor of the provisions

for services to meet the need of all children to understand the history

and cultural background of minority groul)s. (Incidentally, my husband

is Black.) In particular, I welcome the provision that plans shall

provide for regular distribution of information "in the functional language

of those to be served." Those of 'Is coming from a Spanish-speaking

background - I am Puerto Rican - who came to this country at the age of

four - know all too well how difficult it is for families, as well as

for children, to deal with materials and understand many of the problems
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involved when we must interpret the language used - to ourselves,

to our parents -- to our children. Incidentally, the use of Spanish

in our mixed early childhood classrooms also helps the non-SpaniSh

speaking children to pick up a second language. So many parents -

and children - needing or seeking help with the development of their

children simply do not know how to find it because they do not easily

express themselves in English. Specific funding to meet this need

should also be spelled out in the bill and be available from the

earliest possible moment.

Finally, I should like to conclude with a strong endorsement of the

provisions permitting immediate funding of these programs. It is my

strong hope that my community - as well as others - will benefit from

all its provisions, particularly at a moment when all our most needed

and helpful programs are being undercut by the proposed budget cuts

and, particularly in New York City, by the vindictive attitudes of some

of our upstate legislators and administrators to the special needs

of the citizens of New York City.
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

William G. Milliken, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
LEWIS CASS BUILDING, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48926

R. BERNARD HOUSTON, Director

June 10, 1971

Chairman, SENATE EOUCATI0N
t LABOR COMMITTEE

U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Sir

The Midwest Adoption Facilitatinn Service was founded in 1967 for the
purpose of establishing a regional center for sharino ideas, findinos
and resources, problem identification and solution, to upgrade programs
and to improve plannina. The organization is comprised of the 92
child placing aaencies within the midwest renion of the Child Welfare
League of America.

At the MAFS Board of Directors meeting in Omaha on April 13, 1971, the
enclosed resolution was passed asking for the commitment of all MAFS
member anencies and all agencies in the United States and Canada, as
well as the Child Welfare League of America, in makinn an all out effort
to find adoptive homes for Black children with the noal of resolving this
need within 5 years.

We are asking that vour organization support and explore ever/ possible
means of implementina and promulgatino this resolution.

Sincerely yours

Emmett K. Turner, ACSW
Resolution Task Force Chairman

EKT:mg
Attachment
cc: Milton Erickson, President
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MIDWEST ADOPTION FACILITATING SERVICE 
RESOLUTION 

CHILDREN WAITING FOR HOMES 

WHEREAS surveys continue to reflect a large number of children waiting for
parents through adoption,

WHEREAS a large number of these children are of Black heritage,

WHEREAS there are a number of successful programs throughout the country which
have demonstrated that adoptive homes can be found for these children,

WHEREAS the Child Welfare League demonstrated that the child of Indian heritage
is no longer facing the same problem of waiting for parents after a
special emphasis program ten years ago, therefore

BE IT RESOLVED that the MAFS region make an all out effort to find adoptive homes
for the Black child and set as their goal necessary action for resolution
of this problem within five years.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED to employ the following methods to meet the above goal:

I. Recruit the help and commitment of every child placement agency and resource
in the MAFS area and throughout the U.S. and Canada.

2. Request the Child Welfare League to sponsor a national symposium giving
national attention to the problem - bring in agency people to study the
workable programs plus coming up with new ideas to share with all agencies
so they may have the tools and knowledge to recruit necessary homes - equip
them and offer meaningful follow-up services.

3. Sponsor a MAFS regional follow-up of the national symposium with a regional
conference to involve all 92 MAFS agencies in this special five year thrust.
That this be a working conference where every agency will participate in
working out necessary methods to reach our goal and be committed to carry-
ing out this method within their agency and state.
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The League of Women Voters of the United States June 2, 1971

PRESIDENT
MRS. BRUCE B. BENSON
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Vice Presidents
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Dickinson, Texas
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Specialrsi d e„ endsslstalot airaPr, d

Miss Dixie Drake

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

Thank you for your letter of May 10 requesting information from
the League of Women Voters of the U.S. regarding the pending
"Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971" (S. 1512) which
you co-sponsored. The enclosed brief statement outlining the
League's interest in day care and child development is submitted
for the official record of the Senate Subcommittee on Children
and Youth.

We would like to commend you and the other sponsors of the bill
for the excellent provisions for parental involvement and for
local delivery mechanisms. Any weakening of these provisions
would, we believe, be detrimental to the programs and to the goal
of full participation of citizens in programs which affect them.

We appreciate the opportunity to express our views. Best wishes.

Enclosure: S. 1512 statement

Sincerely,

Azgl,
h se

Irwin P. Hannum
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The League of Women Voters of the United States

June 2, 1971

STATEMENT TO THE SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH

IN SUPPORT OF

S. 1512

THE COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1971

The League of Women Voters of the U.S. supports S. 1512 which provides a

comprehensive approach to day care by initiating federal support for child

development programs. We have supported Head Start since its inception, primarily

out of concern that disadvantaged children should have early learning experiences

to prepare them to take advantage of educational opportunities in the regular

school system. In addition, the League has recognized the need for public support

of day care facilities and programs to allow low-income parents to take advantage

of training, education and work opportunities. It is clear that the early years

are crucial to the child's total life development -- in fact 50% of his learning

takes place during his first six years of life. Thus, we believe that day care

must be more than elementary custodial care for children of working parents and

more than "Head Start" efforts to compensate when it may be too late. It must be

comprehensive attention to the child's growth needs and potential at the earliest

possible stage.

We are particularly pleased that S. 1512 gives priority to children from low-income

families by providing that 65% of the federal share will be allocated for such

63-121 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 3
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children, and that children below the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) lower living

standard will be eligible to receive free services. We see an additional value in

that S. 1512 provides for the inclusion of children from families above the poverty

level with priority given to those from single- or working-parent homes. These

stipulations accomplish two essentials: they insure that those with the greatest

need are served first, and they create the socioeconomic diversity so crucial to

quality learning situations. We believe this is the soundest basis on which to

build toward the goal of day care and child development services for all children.

The prime sponsor delivery mechanism by local units of government is sensible and

will undoubtedly prove to be very successful. The proposal to establish area-wide

Child Development Councils to receive input from Local Policy Councils and to act

as conduits for funds is a viable concept. Allowing cities of any size to act as

prime sponsors assures local control and thus local flexibility in determining the

type of day care needed. The full involvement of parents and community on Local

Policy Councils as provided in S. 1512 is crucial to program effectiveness. We

think the experience of Community Action under 0E0 has proved the validity of

involving people in programs that directly affect them and their children. By

emphasizing the role of parents, comprehensive day care becomes a family program --

one in which parents control and are accountable for their children's lives. The

provision for hiring low-income persons and for training them in career opportunities

is consistent with a comprehensive approach to meeting needs of low-income families.

We believe the level of authorization -- $2 billion the first year, $7 billion the

second, and $10 billion the third -- is the absolute minimum. All the cost figures

that we have seen indicate that providing comprehensive day care for preschoolers

and after-school programs for latch-key children is expensive. The $2 billion the

first year should make a start toward the goal of adequate services to meet the

health, social and educational needs of this nation's children.

It is because S. 1512 would provide real progress toward national comprehensive

child care programs that we file this statement of support for the official

hearing record.

2 — 3
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Statement Submitted by

The National League of Cities
and

U. S. Conference of Mayors

on

S. 1512, Child Development Act of 1971

before

Senate Subcommittees on Children and Youth and
Manpower, Poverty and Unemployment

Introduction 

The National League of Cities and the U. S. Conference of Mayors have

repeatedly throughout the years supported and called for increased funding of Head

Start and related day care and child development programs. Mayors and the cities

that they represent have been in the forefront -- since the inception of 0E0 -- sup-

porting these vital programs. These programs, while not fulfilling the overall needs,

have benefited thousands of children now residing in our cities. But the present ef-

fort is not enough. While thousands of youngsters are benefitting from these prog-

rams, others are not. And even the benefits of today's programs are not sufficiently

comprehensive to provide the nutritional, education, medical and other services so

direly needed for the disadvantaged as well as the children of middle income families.

The question is one of national priorities. Can the Nation afford to continue

to take a chance on its human resources. Can the Nation afford to risk not investing

properly in its future generations. The statistics show -- and it has already been

pointed out before this Committee -- that less than 10% of our federal budget repre-

sents all federal expenditures for our young people up to age 21, and yet this age group

represents 40% of the population. Indeed, the comprehensive development of our chil-

dren now living in our urban areas is a priority which cannot be questioned.
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Funding

The Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971, S. 1512, would

authorize funds essential for this urgent need and would move our federal budget

a step forward in readjusting to the needs so crucial to our cities. Therefore, both

the League and the Conference endorse the concepts embodied in S. 1512.

Quality care for every American child should be a priority goal of the

federal government. The funding authorized by S. 1512 moves our nation one step

forward in meeting that goal. To those who argue we do not have the personnel

to match the funding in this legislation, we would urge that they take a look at the

number of unemployed professionals and semi-professionals and others within our

cities. That vast amount of talent lies dormant and could be activated to meet the

goals embodied in this legislation. In addition, through our ongoing programs, we

have learned that individuals who lack substantial formal education can be trained

rapidly to assist immeasurably in the area of child development. With substantial

funding the job can be done. Again, too much is at stake to deny adequate funding

on the grounds that we cannot develop the personnel to provide adequate programs

for our youngsters. S. 1512 provides funds for training and with the other indi-

viduals mentioned above, the task can be met and comprehensive programs can be

started in our cities as soon as Congress and the Administration act.

Local Prime Sponsors 

The National League of Cities and the U. S. Conference of Mayors, repre-

senting the mayors of over 15,000 cities, both large and small, are pleased to have

joined with education groups, labor unions, religious groups, minority groups,

women's organizations, and citizen groups in a coalition for the common purpose

of enacting comprehensive child development legislation in this session of Congress.
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While there are many bills before the Congress, the League and the Conference

endorse the concept of local control embodied in S. 1512. Last year, efforts on

the part of some members of Congress to push through child development legislation

without giving cities the opportunity to operate local programs caused grave con-

cern to both the League of Cities and the Conference of Mayors. This legislation

did not provide the opportunity for communities to plan, coordinate, and operate

their individual programs. To be specific, our concern was that the legislation was

too state-oriented. For this reason, we endorse wholeheartedly the language of

S. 1512 which gives the localities preference over state governments for prime spon-

sorship. The mayors are the officials closest to the problems and needs of the

youngsters that the programs created would serve. No governor should have the

right to veto the funds, the concept or the local coordination of child development

programs. Child development programs, as has been illustrated, are personalized

programs -- unique and different from programs in other cities. Therefore, each

community must be allowed to tailor its own programs to meet its own needs --

without interference from state officials who, while motivated by good intentions,

are not close enough to local problems to understand and provide tie adequate in-

dividual response. Hence, we urge direct funding, federal to local. And we urge

local control -- local officials joining together with citizens within individual cities

to plan, coordinate and operate programs that are responsive to local needs.

Population 

The question has been raised as to what size city should be allowed to

plan and operate these programs. The answer is that every city, regardless of

size, if capable and willing to provide the quality program called for by law, should

be allowed to do so. While some would argue that smaller cities are not capable,
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we would disagree. In many smaller cities today -- some of the most innovative

and successful programs exist because the community leadership joined with their

citizens in a worthy, common goal -- the development of the young people residing

therein. Therefore, we would urge that there be no population cut-off. Instead,

every city should be funded directly and allowed tie opportunity to plan, coordinate

and operate individual programs with adequate funds from tie federal level.

Head Start 

As mentioned above, the Head Start program has had the strong support of

both the League and the Conference since its creation. There have been attempts

to destroy this significant program, through legislation and proposed funding reductions.

While S. 1512 reserves funds for the disadvantaged equal to FY 1972 levels, and

requires the continuance of on-going Head Start programs unless there is a local

determination to do otherwise, we must also have language which assures cities

throughout the Nation that they will not receive less under the formula contained in

S. 1512 than they now receive. In the past, we have had some problems with formulas

within legislation which consolidate programs and no city, since the present need

is so great, can afford a reduction of these vital funds.

Child Development Council 

In the procedure established by S. 1512 for setting up the Child Development

Council, we think some clarifications should be incorporated relative to the one-third

"poor" requirement. (We assume, since "poor" is not defined in the legislation and

in light of the subsequent provisions of free access to the child development centers of

children whose parents earn less than $6,900 [BLS definition of lower level income] ,

that these parents would fall within the definition and thus qualify as the one-third "poor"

representation on the Child Development Council. If this is not the case, perhaps con-
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sideration should be given to incorporating this as part of the definition.) In the event,

however unlikely, that the half of the Child Development Council elected from the Local

Policy Councils do not make up the one-third "poor" requirement, it would thi s seem

incumbent upon the mayor to appoint such members. In our opinion this would severely

restrict the flexibility of the mayors who, as set up in the bill now, are only able to

appoint half of the Child Development Council. We feel that requiring the mayor to

appoint two-thirds of his share of the Child Development Council from a specified con-

tingency is undesirable. We feel adequate citizenship participation is present in the

coalition's decision to have half of the Child Development Council elected by the Local

Policy Councils and we do not feel that the one-half of the Child Development Council

to be appointed by the mayors should be proscribed or limited.

A minor omission with respect to the Child Development Council, that we

suggest ought to be included in the legislation is a specific term of office. There is

no such provision in the legislation now. Also, in the interest of providing for unfore-

seen contingencies, there should be some sort of removal mechanism for the mayor's

a_ppointees, at least.

Role of the Local Policy Council 

While we concur that the Local Policy Council is perhaps in the best position

to determine the needs of its own area, we do feel that their recommendations ought to

meet the goals and objectives set forth by the Child Development Council. While the

Child Development Council may not fund an application unless recommended by the

Local Policy Council, there should be no misunderstanding about the fact that because

an applicant has been recommended by the Local Policy Council, the Child Development

Council is under obligation to fund the applicant. In other words, if in the opinion

of the Child Development Council, one-half of which is made up of Local Policy Council
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representatives, a recommended applicant does not meet its requirements, the

Local Policy Council should be so notified and seek to correct whatever objections

the Child Development Council has outlined.

Conclusion 

In summary, the nation's mayors stand ready to do whatever possible to

help enact this legislation. We are pleased with the support of many Congressmen

and Senators at the present time. We will call upon all members in Congress from

both parties to join with us, the Members of Congress and the many groups already

involved in our effort, to pass this legislation now. We ask the Administration to

champion our cause and give us strong support for immediate Congressional action,

and sign it into law -- thus culminating a worthy effort begun by the recent White

House Conference on Children and Youth.

.,

..
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National Association for the Education of Young Children 1834 Connecticut Avenue, NW Washington. D C. 20009 (202) 232-8777

hay 18, 1971

TESTIMOIY RE: CONPREHUSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMEOT ACT OF 1971 (S. 1512)

Hilton E. Akers
Executive Director

i!ational Association for the Education of
Young Children

r. Chairman, distinguished members of the Committee, I am Hilton

Akers, Executive Director of the ,!ational Association for the Education of

Young Children. Our organization aspires to serve over 19,000 members who

work tlith and for young children across the nation.

I feel it a distinct privilege to appear before you to speak on

behalf of proposed legislation which may well prove to be one of the most

significant actions for our children in this entire century. I refer to

the beginning of a genuine and intelligent commitment to the young child

in this nation set in motion by the Comprehensive Child Development Act of

1;71" and its companion legislation in the House of Representatives.

The distinguishing characteristic of this proposed legislation

is that it focuses directly on insuring the total development and well being

of the young child himself, rather than serving as a means to another end.

(ranted, there has been significant legislation at the Federal level in the

past which served to protect the young child from exploitation, such as the

Child Labor Laws or other guarantees of his safety. In all previous legis-

lation which gave substantial attention to the young child, with the possible

exception of Project Head Start under the Economic Opportunity Act, pro-

visions'for the young child have inevitably served as the means to another
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end. refer, I refer, for example, to the WPA nurseries established during the

depression. Although a number of children were admirably served, the pri-

mary purpose of such programs was the provision of job onportunities for

adults. A similar project instituted by the Lanham Act enabled day care

services for working parents whose contribution to the World "ar II effort

was essential. Here again, many children were given commendable care, but

I would stress the point that in both of these examples the care of the

child was simply a means to the end of resolving manpower problems.

Recognition of the importance of a good beginning in early years

is to be found in Project Head Start. Even in this most worthy effort, in

which special attention was devoted to the young child, the basic motivation

stemmed from an attempt to come to grips with the problem of devastating

national poverty. I am not alone in my impressions that in many instances

concern for a 'head start' for the child from the less advantaged home or

community became secondary to the provision of job opportunities or for

the development of new techniques for coping with the political structure.

Head Start served to underscore the lack of commitment to the young child

in his own right. But the demonstrated success of sue, concentrated com-

prehensive efforts directed toward the younger child gave inspiration and

impetus to the program of services set forth in the legislation we are

considerinn.

We find great satisfaction in referring to ourselves as a 'child

centered' society. we like to believe that we care deeply about America's

children. I feel America is a nation which does like its children, enjoys

and demonstrates affection for them. The extent to which we really do care

about our children as one of our most valuable resources mu', be rather

severely questioned. Our actions somehow belie our words. I am aware of
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the fact fact that those of you who have authored the "Comprehensive Child

evelopment Act' need no elaborate documentation of this statement. I would

like, even so, to point out a few facts which in my judgment demonstrate the

lack of a concern for our young children, the lack of respect for this group

as a potential human resource, that not only reflects the lack of commitment

but even approaches criminal negligence on the part of a responsible citizenry.

It is utterly shocking to me that this nation which stands so high

throughout the world in terms of medical knowledge, ranks 14th in infant

mortality, nccording to materials distributed at the President's recent

White House Conference on Children, we had moved to the dubious distinction

of 13th place in 1%a. According to information I have received from one

Federal agency, we dropped from that position to 14th in 1969. We have

the technical knowledge to change this situation. Certainly we have greater

wealth than many of those nations which rank high above us on the infant

mortality scale. If we really cared about our young children - if we

sincerely appreciated the potential they represent - we would head that list.

Our failure to mobilize our knowledge and resources stands out

vividly in another area. The report of the President's Committee on 'lental

Retardation, MR 70, cites malnutrition and undernutrition as major causes -Of

impaired mental development. We know from animal studies and from studies

of children in South Africa that improper and inadequate diet of mother or

offspring at certain critical points in pregnancy or soon after birth

impair both mental and physical development. We know further that this

impairment is permanent and irreversible, regardless of the quality of sub-

sequent nutrition. ;lot only are we aware of the 2,rim consequences of

such nutritional deficits, we are also well informed as to the simple causes,

essentially the lack of certain vitamins and proteins. Here is another
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dramatic and shocking example where we have the knowledge and certainly the

resources to prevent a flagrant waste of our human resources. A nation

committed to children would not tolerate this situation.

I would repeat that such a commitment to the young child, expressed

in terms of action, energy and funds, is almost totally lacking in this

country. fe do have a commitment to education and have endeavored to fulfill

this commitment when the child becomes, according to our earlier understand-

ings, educable in a school situation. So deep is this commitment that if

anyone were to suggest that we eliminate the First Grade from our public

school program, he would invite an incensed reaction. We have a strong

commitment to education from age six. fe need similarly strong feelings

of obligation to serve the younger child.

The "Comprehensive Child Development Act" promises the beginning of

such a commitment. Under the provisions of this bill, the optimal development

of the young child, intellectually and physically, is the end purpose. Value

of and respect for the intrinsic worth of all of our young children is

accorded an appropriately high priority. His well-being is our singular

concern. He serves as a means to no other end; except, of course, in our

long range visionary goal for his optimal effectiveness as a mature citizen

of this nation.

As I study the descriptions of programs to be approved I am struck

by the specific provision for attention to physical and intellectual needs

with little if any concern expressed for his emotional development. It

is possible to have a healthy body provided with age-appropriate intellec-

tual stimulation, but unless there is recognition of the fact that all of

this transpires within the human context we will not accomplish the well

integrated personality which is essential to human effectiveness.
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Our hasic knowledge of the capacity of the young child for learning,

which, incidentally, dates back many decades, has without doubt been sharpened

and increased by study, research and experimentation especially during the

decade just past. 1e view with increased respect the receptivity, the

responsiveness of the young child to a positively stimulating environment.

We have new appreciation for the need for early stimulating experiences

even for the very young infant and their effect on his total intellectual

development. It appears that at no other point in his life is the child,

through age five so tractable, so responsive to the totality of his environ-

ment. tend, in our zeal, to see all endeavors for his nurture as positive.

Perhaps we need to remind ourselves that this very openness to environmental

stimuli puts him also in the position of being acutely vulnerable. The

very fact that he is so impressionable must alert us to the fact that he

is just as capable of being hurt and permanently damaged by negative or

destructive experiences as he is of responding positively to constructive

nurturance.

lflth this awareness in mind, I would like to raise a few questions

as to provisions within the proposed Child Development program which have

specific relevance to the quality of experience to be provided for the

young child. Fully aware of certain social and economic forces currently

at work in our society, I nevertheless view with increasing alarm our will-

inoness to put more and more, younger and younger children into group care

situations. For examole, I believe that we do not really know what it

means to a three or four year old child, what the permanent effects will be,

to find himself spending most of his waking hours as simply one little

person in a large w•oup. 'le know this is a critical period in the develop-

ment of his self-concept, adequacy, trust and autonomy. Can his needs be
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fully attended to so that we may accomplish the goals of our commitment

to his optimal development unless he is in the hands of knowledgeable and

capable adults? The quality of his experience during the major portion

of his day becomes of crucial importance. If my knowledge of family life

patterns, particularly in those homes where the sinnle or both parents work

is at all accurate, I seriously doubt that these needs can be fully met in

the few hours he spends there. To the best of my knowledge, the morning

hours in most homes become frantic efforts to get everyone where he belongs

on time. The stereotype of the limited time the child spends in the evening

with his parents or other members of the family as a relaxed, loving,

patiently understanding experience is straight out of television, or more

probably, wishful thinking on our part. Perhaps we are expecting more than

is humanly possible when we assume that any parent can accomplish, physically

and mentally, a full day's work, cope with the everyday frustrations of his

job and his co-workers, and return home at night peaceful, serene and able

to give of himself to the needs of his children. Regardless of his physical

condition or emotional attitudes, I have no doubt that these few hours of

contact with the parent or parents are those which have the greatest im-

pact on the developing child. However, aware of the limitations situation-

ally imposed on many parents, we must take every precaution to insure that

the child's day, spent in the care of other adults, is the best we can

provide for him. This means that the adults he meets must be insightful,

knowledgeable, sensitive and understanding, able to distinguish each child's

uniqueness, his own living and learning styles, his fears, his doubts and

his feelings about himself and others. The adult must be capable of pro-

viding for him the specific relationships and experiences which will insure

his intellectual, emotional and social growth. In short, each and every

young child, no matter in what sort of program he may find himself, has



713

-7-

the right to be served by competent adults.

The definition of competence in those who work at all levels with

young children is one with which we continue to struggle. I think it is

safe to say at this point that we know conclusively that no matter what

may be the programatic approach in offerings for young children, it is the

human factor that makes the essential difference. Awareness of this fact

is demonstrated ,,ithin the provisions of the bill by specific attention

to technical assistance and the provision of training at all levels for

those who will implement programs. Some of my professional co-workers may

be dismayed to hear me say that I appreciate and understand the intent of

that provision which would eliminate the barriers of state tec,.her certiTi-

cation requirements as they presently exist. Please note my qualification,

as they currently exist. A life-long experience of coping with teachers

who have certification under current provisions, but lack essential competence,

underlies my agreement. However, to abandon any concern with some definition

of levels of competence and insistence on the provision of experiences of

the highest quality we now comprehend seems to me to be falling short of our

commitment to the young child.

In this area of the proposed legislation I should like to express

four concerns:

1. There must be establistled standards for competence in

those persons who will be given responsible positions in

relation to the young child, the center or program director,

the leader of the group, and the array of paraprofessionals

which constitute the supporting staff. Very much in

point here is a current study being conducted by the Office

of Child Development to investigate the establishment of a

new professional category. Demonstrated competence in
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conducting a quality experience for a group of children

would be the basis for awarding the credential for this

new professional category. The credential would be

reciprocally respected throughout all of the states.

Other professional groups like my own have worked and

continue to work on the definition of a credentialling

system for levels of higher professional categories.

2. The need for extensive and ongoing training programs

which will provide and sustain growth in competence is recog-

nized within the bill. The actual amount allocated for these

purposes seems to indicate a lack for understanding of the

magnitude of the responsibility. Even supplemented with

funds, hopefully increased, under the Higher Education Act,

the amount of 25 million dollars for technical assistance

and training falls far short of even minimal requirements

in these areas. ;iany co-workers share my opinion that we

fell short of the full potential of Head Start by not pro-

viding much more extensive initial training experiences and

especially by not providing sustained supportive super-

vision to personnel on the job as they worked with children.

Admittedly, such sustained training experiences are expensive.

But one must ask quite soberly, do we intend to follow th,ouqh

on our expressed commitment to give every child the best

possible start we can.

3. A third concern arises in the area of monitoring of

programs. As presently delineated in the bill, monitoring

would be essentially the responsibility and function of
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the Child Development Council. Granted the bill does

indicate that the Child Development Council, before

anproval by the Secretary, must demonstrate evidence of

capability for effectively planning, conducting,

coordinating and monitoring the programs to be served.

It must be remembered that, although we are building on

the experience of Project Head Start, Parent-Child Centers,

Title I Projects and a variety of other similarly oriented

programs, the Comprehensive Child Development Act in effect

launches a massive approach to serving the young child, his

parents and potential parents. It adds the new promulgation

of Federal Standards of Child Development Services" as

well as a "Uniform l'inimum Code for Facilities," both of

which are, in my judgment, highly commendable moves. I

fully support also the extension Of the concept and practice

of patent and community involvement in the selection of

Child Development Councils and Local Policy Councils.

Greater effectiveness for children through this approach

has been clearly substantiated.

For the past six years I have been fairly close to a

variety of Federally funded programs for children. For

one year I directed a Head Start project. Since then I have

worked and consulted with personnel functioning at all

levels in a broad variety of programs. Because of what I

have seen in the field, I would strongly urge, certainly

in the initial phases of the program, that there be careful

monitoring from the Federal level. For the sake of the

children served, I should like the assurance that Child

63-121 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 4
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Development Councils at all levels have effectively

demonstrated the required capability to develop, implement

and monitor good service programs for children and their

parents. One possibility might be increasinn technical

assistance from the Federal level until those responsible

are assured that individual programs are solidly established

and functioning well.

4. Although I respect deeply the intent of that section of

the bill which "provides that insofar as possible, unemployed

or low-income persons residing in communities served by

projects will receive jobs providing career opportunities...

I would hope that we constantly keep in mind that this is one

program in which the children come first.. .and remain our

first consideration. From personal experiences I am fully

committed to the provision of career opportunities. I could

name amonn my acquaintances some individuals who came to pro-

grams with innate and intuitive abilities who have, through

career development opportunities, accomplished competence

which borders on greatness. This is not always, however, the

case. Because my first concern is quality of experience for

children, I would urge careful screening of all personnel,

trained and untrained, to afford the children the best qualified

person immediately available. This effort must not be allowed

to deteriorate to the point that children are used, once

again, as the solution to a manpower problem.
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Finally, I would commend highly the authors of this plan for

strengthening the existing Office of Child Develonment. In its com-

paratively brief history this anency has clearly demonstrated the

validity of such an organizational design. An even stronger Office

of Child Development with authority and functions clearly delineated

will go far toward accomplishing the commitment to the child under six

which President ,ixon has frequently noted as one of his goals.

The Office of Child Development becomes the strong advocate for

children viewed as imperative by participants in the 1970 Vhite House

Conference for Children.



718

Telephone: (202) 393-4332

National Urban League, Inc.
Washington Bureau Cernoria D. Johnson, Director
425 Thirteenth Street, N. W.
Suite 515
Washington, D. C. 20004

Mr. A. Sidney Johnson, III
Staff Director
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
Room 506, Senate Office Bldg. Annex
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear. Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for giving the National Urban League an opportunity to
submit a written statement for the record of the joint hearings of
the Subcommittee on Children and Youth and the Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower and Poverty on the Comprehensive Child Develop-
ment Act of 1971.

We regret that we did not have an opportunity to present our views
to the subcommittees formally, but hope that the attached discussion
of child development will be helpful to those who must decide the
fate of S.1512.

Sincerely,

-

Mrs. Ruthe Farmer
Assistant Director
National Day Care Project

RF/pb

Attachment
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Written Statement of the
NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE
to the
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
and the
Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty
on the
Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971
June 3, 1971

The National Urban League welcomes the opportunity to comment

on Senate Bill 1512, "Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971."

The National Urban League is a professional, non-profit, non-

partisan community service organization founded in 1910 to secure equal

opportunity for black and other minority Americans.

The League seeks solutions to problems of income, employment,

education, housing, health, and civil rights for the masses of black and

brown Americans who want a better way of life. It works through local

affiliates in some 98 cities located in 36 states and the District of

Columbia, five regional offices and a Washington Bureau.

The national crisis we face regarding the care and development

of our most valuable national resource, our present and future generations

of children, has been clearly established by numerous studies and innumer-

able statistics and has been widely publicized in forums like the White

House C_nference on Children as well as in the mass media. The myriad of

legislation that has been proposed by members of both houses of Congress

during the 91st and the current sessions demonstrates that the magnitude

of the problem is arousing the interest of large numbers of people. It is

not necessary, therefore, in this presentation to cite the statistics and
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studies which have been so thoroughly cited and quoted. Instead, it is

perhaps more meaningful to express our concern generally in relation to

several sections of Senate Bill 1512.

APPROPRIATIONS 

If we are, in fact, to accept that the Nation means to address

itself to the needs of children and their families to the extent and with

equal fervor as the public rhetoric indicates, then the level of funding

proposed in the bill must be viewed very critically.

When we as a Nation mobilize to attack a problem of national

security with external implications, we move with haste and vigor on every

possible front with little consideration of the cost. When we address

domestic problems which involve national security, in this case the future

of the country through its future citizens, the approach is timid and

hesitating. Perhaps it is an indication that we are not convinced that

there is a real threat to our future in the neglect of our children. Al-

though S.1512 is one of the most generous in terms of proposed funding

levels, it fails to make serious impact on the existing need. The concerned

public must view the level of commitment in terms of the resources proposed

to be applied in proportion to the documented existing need.

The National Urban League, therefore, urges that the appropriations

proposed for the Comprehensive Child Development Act be increased to meet,

at a minimum, the "acceptable" level of need for group care for 3 to 5 years

as quoted by Senator Walter Mondale from the Office of Child Development

estimates in his introduction of this bill on April 6, 1971. This does
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not begin to address the programs and needs for infants and toddlers

(under 3 and over 5) and their families, but would at least indicate some

degree of sincerity and commitment on the part of those who are now being

seen as child and family advocates. Needless to say, appropriations for

subsequent years should be made more realistically in line with the docu-

mented needed.

We further recommend that the legislation prescribe a time frame

within which all families and their children will have comprehensive child

development programs available. As a Nation, we can do this provided the

will is there as we have clearly demonstrated by our space-exploration

efforts.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF CHILD CARE AS A COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Head Start was promoted as a wide-scope solution to the problem of

poor families in terms of their health, nutritional, social and psychological

needs and the school readiness of the children. No one can deny that some of

these needs were ameliorated for some families who participated in the national

Head Start effort. We would be remiss, however, if we failed to recognize

that it is now being funded at maintenance levels (FY1972). This means that

no new programs can be mounted and that even those children who are eligible

for this limited program cannot be served.

It should be noted that Head Start was started as a Johnson adminis-

tration "high visibility" program. The Nixon administration may be less than

eager to promote a previous and opposition party's politically motivated show

piece. This is understandable if we recognize that many programs come into
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being because of political opportunism. America's children should not be

subjected to or dependant upon the four-to-eight year whimsies dictated by

the specific interests of the individuals in power at a given moment.

Children are not fads and do not pass off the scene as do bobby socks, pop

rock, hula hoops and mini-skirts. They become the policy-makers and the

senators, the congressmen and presidents of our Nation of the future. What

is done for children now shapes the Nation's tomorrows.

We urge that comprehensive child development programs not be

considered demonstrations of what can be done or temporary experimental

programs, but that any legislative and administrative action taken in this

area be acted upon on the basis of the establishment of permanent services

and institutions for families and children, and in the recognition of the

fact that the need will more than likely increase rather than decrease as

time goes on.

Funding procedures, therefore, should address long-term goals.

We recommend that the legislation require three-to-five year-commitments

to operating agencies. We recommend, also, an annual program review as

well as an appeals process which provides reasonable avenues for redress of

grievances. A parent who has a three-year-old who is 10 years old by the

time an appeal is finally decided upon (and this can happen) does not have

reasonable avenues of redress.

We recommend some type of direct appeals process for parents who

can demonstrate that a center does not serve the best interests of their

children and themselves. One alternative might be to provide temporary

vouchers to allow them to seek services on the "open market" in order to

provide needed services until they are able to obtain either the changes
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deemed necessary in the center in which they enrolled or until they no

longer require the service.

It is also necessary that adequate funds be made available for

construction of facilities for long-term use. Considering the meager

financial resources available in the inner-city and other areas with

concentrations of minorities, e.g. Indian Reservations, and if, indeed,

these populations are to be given priority preference, then it is clear

that funds for construction of facilities must be unencumbered and avail-

able in sufficient amounts to address the needs of poor communities. We

recommend, therefore, that the appropriation for construction be radically

increased.

In addition, we urge that the sponsors of the bill recognize that

many of the communities with high concentrations of the population are

given priority status in the language of the bill, while other human ser-

vice facilities such as libraries, medical and dental clinics, recreation

and educational facilities are totally inadequate or nonexistant. The bill

should provide some mechanism for coordination and collaboration between

programs which provide these other services. It should not, however, be

so intricate a process as to hinder the establishment of facilities for

comprehensive services to young children and their families.

w RESPONSIVENESS TO CLIENT PARTICIPANTS (PARENT PARTICIPATION) 

High among the concerns that must be kept in the forefront of the

thinking that goes into any child development legislation is that child rearing

is a family matter and that this is the prerogative of the poor as much as it
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is the affluent. Provisions of the legislation and subsequent implementation

procedures must work to enhance the family structure, not to diminish it.

There is no question of whether the non-subsidized or the affluent

of our society control their schools, neighborhoods and the other institu-

tions with which they affiliate. Control is an implied -- and frequently

explicit -- condition of their membership in any social structure. The right

of self-determination must be assured for the less affluent if they are to

feel effective personally and effectively responsible for their progency.

In the aftermath of the civil disorders of recent memory, many

studies, on-the-spot and more detailed, indicated that much of the evident

hostility was a manifestation of a lack of control over the forces that

affect one's destiny: alienation was the keyword of many descriptive

efforts. If this -- alienation -- is a valid conclusion, it would seem

apparent that assurances of parent control and neighborhood involvement are

essential ingredients of an effective program in any human services area.

Alienation from positive community building efforts is not a

congenital condition; it is a learned response to overwhelmingly pervasive

and negative existing conditions.

Programs for children, the focuses of which are delineated and

addressed through policy-making and responsibility for implementation of

members of the family and community representatives, selected or elected by

those families, offers a prime opportunity to begin to ameliorate the

"alienation Syndrome."

A program directed at the solution of an overwhelming family-and-

community problem -- child development and care -- is logically the most
r.
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suitable and acceptable vehicle for the mobilization of community interests,

resources, and participation that can be found.

We recommend that on all levels -- Federal, state, local and

individual center -- policy, funding, planning, and program monitoring

authorities provide for full and responsible participation of clients of

the service.

We propose that parents of eligible children constitute 51 per cent

of the Child Development Councils and Local Policy Councils mentioned in the

bill. We further recommend that an additional 15 per cent of such panels be

made up of professionally trained persons from the relevant disciplines,

(early childhood development, education, architecture, program and/or fiscal

management, social work, psychology, nutrition, medical and dental, etc.)

selected or elected by the parents as their representatives and/or advisors.

The client-responsible representation on these various levels would then

be 66 per cent.

DELIVERY SYSTEMS 

Any serious effort to improve the quality of the lives of children

and their families, especially poor and minority groups, must provide a

mechanism as unencumbered as it is humanly possible to create if it is to be

effective rather than frustrating.

We are all aware of the fact that everyone pays an income tax if

he has income. We also know that the collection processes and filing pro-

cedures and convoluted language of the documents that the individual has to

deal with makes it almost always necessary to obtain accounting assistance
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in order to assure that one has met all legal requirements in reporting

income. Assistance is often hard to get and frequently the price one must

pay for the service operates as a hardship. Now, this situation viewed

critically is ridiculous on its face. It appears that one is penalized

for having income at all. Add this to the other penalties that the poor

and undereducated pay and the picture becomes grotesque.

We caution against the establishment of layer upon layer of

(often politically motivated) planning, review, and approval authorities

that mitigate against programs designed to meet the needs of children and

their families as they (the families) see them. We feel that direct

Federal grants to local community groups would provide the most workable

mechanism.

Intermediate levels of involvement such as coordination and

review committees or commissions have a necessary function. We urge, how-

ever, that the legislation clearly indicate that the Congressional intent

is that the role of these intermediate agencies is to be promotional and

positive rather than, as so frequently is the case, restrictive. In other

words, the record must show that the administrative procedures and opera-

tional guidelines developed as a result of the passage of this bill will

be designed clearly to encourage and assist local community groups to

mount programs to serve their own identified needs and interests.

We recognize an inconsistency in the language of the bill in de-

fining the prime sponsor role and that portion of the Statement of Findings

and Purpose which reads, in part, ". . . to provide that decisions on the
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nature and funding of such programs be made at the community level with

the full involvement of parents and other individuals and organizations

in the community interested in child development. . .

RESEARCH 

We strongly oppose the establishment of a National Center for

Child Development for a variety of reasons.

First, recent history reveals that major nationwide research in

Head Start, for example, have not produced a great amount of knowledge that

has valid applicability across the board. The one thing that can be unfail-

ingly predicted as a result of research designs applied nationally is that

as soon as results become known, the objections to the methodology, questions

of validity, and counter-findings become as well known as the findings them-

selves. As a matter of fact, much of the broad and generalized research

that is done would remain obscure except for the challenges it generates

once it is put into print.

Massive research efforts by nature has to be insensitive to the

special needs of diverse populations. In description of the activities

of the National Center, Section 552(b)(1), there is the implied notion of

a single approach to child development processes and that once this approach

is discovered and understood, then the Center is to assure that the result

of research and development efforts are reflected in the conduct of programs

affecting children." We feel that the function of the National Center as
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defined is inconsistent with Section 514(D) which deals with programs

designed to meet the special needs of minority groups, Indian and migrant

and bi-lingual children.

The natural result of such massive research efforts is to define

or redefine a set of norms by which all participating families and children

will be measured, thereby further enhancing deficiency theories currently

used. This places a premium on conformity in program development and

operation and negates the notion of the desirability of developing programs

to serve theneeds of a diverse population. In other words, a diverse

population realistically dictates diversified research and diversified

researchers. The staffs of Federal agencies currently responsible for

early childhood programs are sorely deficient in the number of minority

group persons in policy-making positions.

Minority representation on staffs of offices having research

responsibility is even more noticeably absent. In programs affecting the

lives of children to the extent that this bill proposes, such built-in

biases are intolerable.

Further, the recent Roxbury experience in which community groups

mounted an education program designed to inform residents of the implication

of the research planned in their community by a group of Harvard researchers

resulted in the refusal of the community to participate in the project.

The leadership of the Association of Black Psychologist has also

taken a position against certain forms of universal testing. This is

indicative of the mounting resentment in the black community and, most likely,

in other minority communities toward insensitive investigators descending

upon blacks to do what they regard as irrelevant research.
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There are a number of Federal agencies that are currently engaged

in research in child development and related fields. To add another appears

to be "overkill."

We recommend, therefore, that the proposal for the establishment

of a National Center be deleted. Funds authorized under this section should

be applied to project grants for research designed to assess the extent to

which the goals established by the program are being achieved in operation.

We advocate research efforts that begin at the center level and flow upward

rather than research that begins at the Federal level and rarely has immediate

impact on the lives of children in the program. Full participation of the

clients dictates that they be the major designer of research efforts. This

is not to imply that they supply the technical skills but the goals of the

program, and therefore what the program will be held accountable for should

be dictated by them. Findings, too, must then be made available to them so

that proper recommendations based upon these findings can be made.

Needless to say, some mechanism for collection, coordination and

dissemination of local research findings should be established.
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STATEMENT OF PAUL MINARCHENKO
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYE:S, AFL-CIO

SUBMITTED TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY
AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH

OF THE SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE
ON THE COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1971 (S. 1512)

JUNE 4, 1971

The American Federation of State, County and Municipal

Employees, representing state and local government employees, is

greatly concerned about the problems of child care and development.

Our views reflect, in large part, the concerns and needs of the

over 4.6 million women now employed by state and local governments,

more than one million of whom have children of school age and

almost 900,000 of whom have children under six years of age.

Latest available statistics indicate that women workers

represent over 51.0 percent of total local government employment,

an increase of 43.1 percent from 1964 to 1968. In state government

they are 41.0 percent of the workforce, an increase of 40.7 percent

during the same four years.

The projected trends for increased labor force participation

of women in the next ten years, particularly those with children

under age 18, anticipates further dramatic increases in their

employment by state and local governments.

However, we believe that these projections must be significantly

raised primarily due to the great emphasis now being placed on

getting mothers off welfare rolls and into jobs. For example,
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H.R. 1, the welfare "reform" bill soon to be considered by the

House of Representatives, contains provisions which would require

mothers with small children to take work, even at substandard

wages, or lose financial assistance. Additionally, in terms of

impact on public employment, the bill authorizes the establishment

of a "public service employment" program which is designed to

create jobs in state and local government.

Although H.R. 1 contains a provision for child day-care
b e •t.,V, ,,,rs,F;(,,,,A 1.) ,ele.4 44,. icen..”)

services, the program is,Airnadcquatc. Further, the emphasis on

relieving welfare costs through forced work requirements, in the

absence of comprehensive child care programs, simply means fiscal

relief at the expense of the children. We cannot accept this

philosophy -- it is too great a price to pay in the name of

"welfare reform".

It has long been an accepted fact that child care services

are inadequate. In 1965, the Women's Bureau of the U.S. Department

of Labor conducted a survey of the 6.3 million mothers who worked,

to determine the kind of care provided for their 12.3 million

children under the age of 14, and particularly for their 4.5

illion children under the age of 6. That survey revealed that

about 87 percent of the children required supplementary care --

only 13 percent were in school during all the hours their mothers

were outside the home. Forty-six percent were cared for at home

by other family members, 15 percent by mothers on the job, and 16
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percent by relatives outside the home or in small family day-

care homes. Only 2 percent were enrolled in any type of day-care

center or nursery school Most shocking of all -- 8 percent,

including 18,000 preschoolers were left to take care of themselves.

Today, that situation is much worse. Although some progress

has been made, the need for day-care services is reaching critical

proportions. For example, in 1967 there were nearly 3 million

children who were in need of day care because they were in one-

parent families, or because both parents worked and the family had

a marginal income. The women in those families work out of compelling

necessity or to meet the basic needs of their families -- to take

them out of the grips of poverty.

As more and more women enter the workforce as it is predicted

they will, whatever their motivation, the lack of day-care

facilities and services will be one of the most serious needs in

our society.

This compelling need for child care services exists in all

communities, by all kinds of families. It is most critical in

those families with mothers who are forced to work. If this need

lis not met, the cost of society's failure may be immeasurable in

Fuman terms.
1 The "Child Development Act of 1971" (S. 1512) recognizes the

seriousness of this problem and represents a bold step forward.

he American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees

ully supports this legislation and urges its enactment.
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WASHINGTON, D. C. OFFICE

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION

OF

THE FIRST CHURCH OF CHRIST, SCIENTIST, IN BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

CAFRITZ BUILDING, Room 906

1625 EYE STREET, N. W.WASHINGTON, D. C.20006

June 4, 1971

Honorable Walter Mondale, Chairman
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

Your bill, S. 1512, to amend the Economic Cpportunity
Act to provide a comprehensive child development program
in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, has been
receiving our careful attention, and we would like to take
this opportunity to offer some comments and a suggested
amendment.

There is a great need in America today to provide
educational and social opportunities for young children
to help them develop their full potential more adequately,
and we support any program which promises to provide the
milieu within which our children can get a clear sense
of their possibilities for self-realization. We deeply
appreciate the many hours of intelligent effort you and
your Subcommittee have given to this effort.

There is one aspect of S. 1512 which could be
improved, however. As a portion of the total development
of children under the bill there is ample provision for
medical and psychological care and treatment. A broad
range of services will be provided within the child develop-
ment program to test, immunize and treat children for many
kinds of physical and emotional difficulties. Among the
children under the program there will be some who come
from Christian Science families. They will have been
taught in their homes to rely exclusively on spiritual
means through prayer for the prevention and treatment of
physical and mental illnesses. Christian Science families
would be reluctant to place their children under any
program which did not clearly guarantee them exemption
from compulsory medical examination or treatment.
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countless thousands of
society. It has been
ment as an acceptable
programs, most notably
exemption from medical
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as a healing system is now well
old and has been relied on by
Americans at every level of our

recognized by the Federal Govern-
healing system under several health
Medicare and Medicaid. Also,
treatment has been specifically

provided in section 317(g) of the Public Health Service
Act, the "Communicable Disease Control and Vaccination
Assistance Amendments of 1969" (Section 361(a)(7) of the
Public Health Service Act), Section 515 of the Social
Security Act (The Maternal and Child Health Program) and
Section 1907 of the Social Security Act (The Medicaid Pro-
gram), as well as Section 20(a)(5)of the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970, a bill written last year
in the Committee on Education and Labor.

Another legislative approach to the problem of caring
for poor children, the "Child Care Corporation Act" was
added by the Senate Finance Committee to the Social
Security Amendments of 1970 (which ultimately died at
adjournment), and that day care program contained two broad
exemptions for Christian Scientists, one for the children
and one for staff members.

While we realize that S. 1512 is not intended to
compel any child to accept services against his con-
science, nevertheless, experience with similar programs
in the past has taught us that specific language in the
statute itself is necessary to protect those with religious
scruples from overzealous workers at the local level. Ac-
cordingly, we are suggesting the following language for
inclusion on page 52 of S. 1512:

After line 19, insert the following new section:
"Sec. 568. No child seeking care under

this Act shall be required to undergo any
medical or psychological examination, im-
munization, or treatment, except to the
extent necessary -GD protect the public from
epidemics of con;„agious diseases, if his
parent or guardian objects thereto in
writing on religious grounds."

Line 21, amend "Sec. 568" to read "Sec.569."
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Christian Science parents are deeply concerned in
the health of their children, but they would find
compulsory medical examinations repugnant to their
religious beliefs. It has been our experience that
mandatory medical treatment follows examinations in-
evitably. At the local level, where the question
of compulsion arises, officials probably would not
be aware that treatment is optional but examinations
are mandatory and would tend to medically treat all
children regardless of religious objections. In such
a situation Christian Science parents would reluctantly

withdraw their childfen from the program in order to
maintain the religious integrity of their households.

Again let us express our appreciation for your effort

to meet the long-ignored personal and educational needs

of the very young children in our society, particularly

those who suffer from cultural and economic deprivation.

(In duplicate)

C. Ross Cunningham, Ma
Washington, D. C. Offi
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AMERICAN OPTOMETRIC ASSOCIATION

Pd\

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
Chairman
Children and Youth Subcommittee
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

WASHINGTON OFFICE
102G SEVENTEENTH STREET, N.R.

W•SHINGTON, D.C. 2003S

202.7.3.4010

June 4, 1971

The American Optometric Association is vitally interested
in your joint-committees' hearings on the Comprehensive
Child Development Act and appreciates the opportunity to
submit its comments thereon.

We are deeply aware of the critical need for adequate
child development services and in particular the need for
vision care during the crucial years of early childhood
and for these reasons we have prepared the attached statement.

The statement indicates our views with regard to the need
for adequate vision services in child development and also
reflects certain recommendations regarding how optometric
vision services may be included within the legislation.

We hope that the information is helpful to the committees and
we stand ready to assist the committee in any way you deem
proper or necessary to effect the best possible type of
comprehensive child development legislation.

Attachment

Cordially,

Donald F. Lavanty
Director
Department of Federal

Legislation
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The American Optometric Association appreciates this oppor-

tunity to submit its comments on S. 1512, a bill to provide a

Comprehensive Child Development Program in the Department of Health,

Education and Welfare.

Because optometry recognizes the critical need for adequate

child development services and particularly vision care needs during

the crucial years of early childhood, we applaud and approve the

• proposed bill's broad and balanced approach to the child development

problem. We agree with the proposal's emphasis on providing a full

range of health, educational and social services and with the need

to proceed wisely and prudently in the initial implementation of

the proposal by focusing on pre-school children who suffer from the

circumstances of economic and social deprivation. Finally, we agree

that the implementation of the program should involve the government,

the community and individual parents.

Specifically, we wish to address this statement to the importance

of vision care in the education and development of children and to

the specific qualifications of an optometrist in meeting these visual

needs. We will conclude with certain recommendations relating to

child vision care provisions in S. 1512.

Good vision is critical to the intellectual and social develop-

ment of American children and should be given a high priority in any

4 Child Development Program. For vision is at the heart of the learning

process and any impairment of this precious resource can seriously
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impede a child's learning and maturation process.

Because reading is the primary educational skill, it is

estimated that over 80% of all learning takes place through the visual

process, resulting in a direct relationship between reading skills

and adequate vision. Yet, millions of children suffer from child

related visual defects such as binocular visual impairment, amblyopia

or lazy eye blindness, strabismus or cross vision, and unsatisfactory

muscle coordination all of which, if undetected and untreated, have

an adverse effect upon his reading skills and, consequently, his

educational development.

Proper binocular or two-eyed vision is especially critical for

the achievement of a child's maximum reading potential. Binocular

vision allows the child to see with both eyes at the same time and to

fuse the two pictures in the brain so that a simple visual impression

results. Yet, millions of children, even those with so called "perfect

vision" of 20/20 visual acuity, have not learned to maintain binocular

visual performance so as to make effective use of the impulse signaled

by the eyes to the brain. This impairment, according to a study by

the U. S. Public Health Service in 1965, affects 7.4% of the American

children at age 6 and grows to 17.2% at age 11.

Another child related visual defect is amblyopia or what is

commonly known as "lazy eye blindness." This visual defect which is

a result many times of nutritional deficiencies and is therefore

prevalent in economically and socially deprived areas, leads to a

general dimming of vision in the child. Unfortunately, it occurs
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without any external manifestation so, unless a child's behavior is

radically affected, it usually is undetected until it reaches an

advanced stage. An article in the American Journal of Public Health 

in 1965 estimated that amblyopia may affect 6% of the American

children, with the majority affected being of a pre-school age.

Yet, these particular disorders, along with strabismus or

double vision, and unsatisfactory muscle coordination do not

necessarily have to result in the tragedy of impeding a child's

educational and social development. All of these visual disorders,

if detected early, can be permanently corrected or at least amel-

iorated by the techniques and devices of modern visual science.

The profession of optometry has long pioneered in the area of

learning theory as it relates to visual disorders and from this long

involvement has developed techniques and instruments to correct

these damaging defects. In the field of orthoptics, optometrists

have been able to secure normal binocular vision through the utiliza-

tion of orthoptic exercises in which ocular muscles are exercised

by means of prisims to correct visual deviations. Through the use

of visual training techniques developed by optometry, individual

optometrists have been able to permanently rectify unsatisfactory

muscle coordination in child vision. In detecting amblyopia or lazy

eye blindness, optometrists have been able to correct by the applica-

tion of visual training techniques and, in those advanced cases, to

at least ameliorate the disorder by the prescription of proper lenses.
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It is well known in cases of childhood strabismus or cross vision

that, where such disorders go undetected, surgery is usually required,

but where there is early detection, the application of visual training

techniques by an optometrist can permanently correct such disorders

without the costly and dangerous necessity of surgery.

The tragedy, then, of child visual disorders and their con-

sequent effect upon learning and development, lies not in the fact

that they can be detected and corrected, but in the fact that, for

millions of American children such disorders go undetected, particularly

in children of pre-school and early school ages and especially in

children from economically and socially deprived circumstances.

And, although the tragedy is an individual one for the particular

child suffering from a visual disorder and stunted development, it

is easily translated in a larger social tragedy when millions of

children experience the frustrations of impeded intellectual and

emotional development. For the child or youth hampered with a

vision problem which advervly affects his ability to read or learn

becomes, quite naturally, frustrated, and more often than not, he

vents this frustration on his teachers, school, parents, community

and general society. It is not coincidental that up to 80% of

deliquents and semi-deliquents studied by the White House Conference

on Juvenile Deliquency had learning difficulties, especially in

reading, and poor vision are found to be a contributing factor in

50% of these cases. Nor is it coincidental that the same White House

Conference found that inner-city ghetto children appear to have a

41
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much higher -- in some studies almost twice as high -- incidence

of learning disabilities, perceptual difficulties and developmental

visual problems than do the more advantaged children in other parts

of the city.

Clearly, the dimensions of childhood visual disorders should

represent a challenge to all Americans. If it is so acceptable to

state that every American has a right to adequate health care, then

it should be acceptable to state that every American child has a

right to the unimpeded attainment of his educational potential and,

where anything interferes with this attainment, a child should have

a right to services which can correct such interferences. The

American Optometric Association feels that the correction of visual

disorders and general vision care services should be given a prominent

position in any specific Child Development Program, and since the

profession of optometry is the primary provider of vision care for

the American people, we stand ready to assist in this regard, and

recommend the following amendments to the Act:

RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) That the term "comprehensive health" under project applica-

tions be expanded and amended to include: childhood visual

barriers, including preventive vision care and treatment

for severe handicaps related to the visual process and

that such services may be provided by either an opto-

metrist or a physician skilled in the diseases of the eye.



742

-6-

(2) That the Comprehensive Child Development Council of

each Prime Sponsor include at least one optometric

vision specialist.

(3) That the National Center for Child Development and

Education give specific priority to research grants

relating to optometric visual disorders and subsequent

learning problems.

(4) That under the definition of a "Child Development

Program," the word "medical" be deleted and the word

"health" be substituted.

•

•
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Statement of the

American Library Association

before the

Subcommittee on Children and Youth
and the

Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty

of the

Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee

on the

Comprehensive Child Development Act - S. 1512 

June 17, 1971 

The American Library Association heartily endorses S. 1512, the bill which

would amend the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 to provide a comprehensive

child development program in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Librarians have kept abreast of educational research which shows that the

experiences in the early years of a child's life are the most important in

developing his curiosity and capacity for learning. They are also aware that

these early learning experiences are especially significant in the lives of

those youngsters who come from homes where there is little visual or intel-

lectual stimulation.

In order to reach this pre-school child, story hours, using picture books

and simple reading matter, have long been a regular part of public library

programs. Many libraries also involve parents by offering complementary

programs for the mothers of children who are occupied with the story hour.

Sometimes these programs relate directly to their children's reading, or often

the topic is consumerism or some other subject which might help the mother in

caring more effectively for her family. Public libraries have also long been

involved in summer and after-school reading programs for children from kinder-

garten to adulthood.
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When the the Economic Opportunity Act was passed and the Head Start programs

got under way, libraries in many communities were among the first agencies to

offer their services. Class visits to the library, with instruction in the use

of the library, story hours, and periods for browsing have become a regular part

of many Head Start programs. Such trips to the library for pre-schoolers who

have not had access to books, records, and other media can be invaluable eye-

openers to a world of information, adventure, and excitement. Librarians are

also reaching out to serve children through other agencies, such as day care

centers, by providing supplementary collections of books, records, films, and

other materials and such programs as reading aloud, story telling, puppet shows,

and creative dramatics.

Libraries could also provide, under the provisions of this bill, training

for professionals, para-professionals, parents and teenagers in these activities,

as well as in techniques of locating and obtaining books and related resources

for programming. And, perhaps most important, libraries are the community's

primary source of information on all aspects of child development and well-being.

In addition, we anticipate that librarians and the library educators who

make up a large proportion of the American Library Association's Library Education

Division would be particularly interested in the opportunity to participate in

the programs for "preservice and inservice education and other training for

professional and paraprofessional personnel," as provided in Section 514(J) on

page 10 of S. 1512. Accordingly, we urge that the Committee Report on S. 1512

make it clear that librarians are among the types of professional personnel

eligible to participate in these activities. It would also be useful to add in

Section 514 as Subsection N of S. 1512 (p. 11, line 12): 'library services

designed to provide a full range of communicative activities." (The present

Subsection "N" would then become "0".)
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The Children's Services Division, another of the 14 divisions of the

American Library Association, has as its major concern the improvement and exten-

sion of library service to children in all types of libraries. Ii is responsible

for the evaluation and selection of book and nonbook library materials for, and

the improvement of techniques of library services to, children from preschool

through the eighth grade or junior high school age, when such materials and

techniques are intended for use in more than one type of library. In this con-

nection, the Division's Committee on Library Service to the Disadvantaged Child

is currently preparing a brochure for distribution to child development centers

which is tentatively titled "Library Resources for Day Care Centers." Its

purpose will be to outline some of the services which the library can provide.

Since the public library provides life-long service to its clientele, it is a

logical agency to assist in educational programs which are family oriented.

We are pleased to note that units of local government, and public and

private educational agencies and institutions are among those eligible to be

prime sponsors of comprehensive child development programs. We are also pleased

that S. 1512 specifies that the local Child Development Council shall include

persons representative of education. We would urge that librarians be among those

appointed to these councils, which could perhaps be emphasized by adding the word

"library" after the word "training" in Section 516(a)(2), on p. 19, line 1.

The approximately 8,000 public libraries across the country are in a posi-

tion to serve as a major resource of both materials and manpower in the expansion

of this total program for child development. This position is strengthened by the

fact that they serve in a relatively unstructured way, both public and private

agencies and individual citizens of all ages. For this reason it is important

that libraries be represented both on local councils and on the committee,

authorized in Section 519(b) to advise on the development of Federal Standards
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for Child Development Services. It is likewise important that provision

be made in the regulations and guidelines for allocation of funds to library

services.

One relatively minor question of clarification has been raised as to

whether a local sponsor will have the clear right to sub-,ontract, or to

purchase sub-services; it would be good to have this established.

In conclusion, the American Library Association strongly supports this

landmark bill to further develop comprehensive child care, an area of long-

standing and major interest to the Association.
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STATEMENT BY THE HEALTH AND WELFARE COUNCIL
OF THE NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA ON DAY CARE PROPOSALS
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH AND

THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY
OF THE SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE

June 18, 1971

The Health and Welfare Council of the National

Capital Area is a voluntary, non-profit organization that

works with public and voluntary agencies in the Washington

area to plan, coordinate and improve social services.. It

has long been aware of the critical need for day care programs

on a large scale.. In the early 1960s it conducted a series

of day care studies, which resulted in its helping establish

the National Capital Area Child Day Care Association, which

now serves almost 1,000 low-income children in the District

of Columbia and assists other groups in establishing their

own day care programs.

Nowhere in the nation is the need for day care programs

greater than in the District of Columbia. It is estimated that

there are in this city 25,000 children under age 6 in low-income

families who have working mothers. Only a small percentage of

those children receive adequate, enriching day care from either

public or private sources. The number of places for disadvantaged

children now available in day care centers in the District is

less than 4000. Children for whom there is no room in day care

centers are left with neighbors, relatives, or older brothers

and sisters, who, at best, perform custodial service. In addi-

tion, there are many more mothers who would have an opportunity

63-121 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 6
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to earn their own living instead of being dependent on welfare

subsidies, if they had day care services available to them.

Experience with the WIN program in this city, and studies

that have been made elsewhere, indicate that a major obstacle

that keeps welfare mothers who want to work from working is

lack of adequate day care for their school age and pre-school

children, The voluntary agencies are deeply involved in on-

going child care programs. We believe that properly run child

care programs are invaluable educational experiences for the

children themselves. And we also know that if any substantial

numbers of welfare mothers are to work, there must be day care

for their children.

The health and Welfare Council is, therefore, eager

to see a program established that will expand high quality

day care services to more adequately meet the needs in this

community and throughout the nation. But day care programs

can be effective only under a solid, efficient structure,

with adequate financing. Consequently, we would like to

mention major points in legislative proposals before this

subcommittee that we feel are of particular significance.

Of primary importance, we believe, is the need to

place administrative authority in the hands of the people.

We are very concerned about the damage to day care programs

that would result from authority being placed with the states,

many of which have demonstrated their willingness to play
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politics with social services and their lack of skill in

administering social programs. We are particularly concerned

with the possibility of repression and shoddy care and educa-

tion in programs that primarily serve low-income minorities.

Secondly, we endorse the concept of giving parents

of day care recipients a primary decision-making role,

through thoir local policy councils, and we parents

should be informed of and, to the extent possible, involved

in the day-to-day operations of the centers. However, we

would like to see representatives of the social service

professions, who are experienced in high quality early

childhood programs, share in this deci.sion-making nl-ocec's.

The structure through which local policy council members

are elected is crucial to the success of the entire program.

Unless it is a workable mechanism that can function quickly

and representatively, it will abort the entire objective

of the program.

We also favor a structure that permits community

groups to bypass local governmental officials to obtain

federal funding when and if the officials fail to respond

to the needs and desires of the community.

We consider it important that any expanded day care

program incorporate the present Head Start programs,

rather than abolish them in favor of new and unproven programs.
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And, finally, we urge the Members of the Subcommittee

to do all in their power to ensure funding that will permit

truly large-scale and worthwhile programs to operate.

Respectfully submitted,

C /

Karl Nordling
Committee on Federal Legislation
Health and Welfare Council of the

National Capitc.1 Area.
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STATEMENT BY VICKI LATHOM, MEMBER, NATIONAL BOARD OF DIRECTORS CHILD
CARE TASK FORCE NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN (NOW) MAY 18, 1971

The National Organization for Women believes that widespread availability
of child care facilities is essential if women are to have true choice of life-
styles. Child care is also desperately needed to permit mothers to work who must
do so for the survival of their families, and to provide millions of children with
better care than they are now receiving.
Perhaps the greatest cause of women's second-class status is the traditional

belief that anatomy is destiny. Women will never have full opportunity to
participate in America's economic, political, or cultural life as long as they bear
the sole responsibility for the care of children—entirely alone and isolated
from the larger world.
Women's needs are inseparable from children's needs. A mother's limited

existence is bound to have a detrimental effect on her child. The emphasis on
how child care benefits the mother has been much overdone by the press and,
perhaps, by those looking for ways to discredit the women's rights movement.
In fact the demand for child care services is perhaps the most misunderstood
of all women's rights demands. The most common misconception is that feminists
don't care about their children; that they simply want warehouses to drop off
their children so they can be free to do what they want.
Child care benefits children and the family just as much as the woman. A

child whose environment is limited to his or her own small family unit cannot
thrive. The one-to-one 24-hour relationship of mother and child can be as
stifling to the child's growth as to the mother's. Children need to relate to a
larger community and a 'preschool experience can offer this.
The White House Conference on Children spawned many caucuses, among them

a Women's Caucus. A primary emphasis of this group, representing women
from the Conference across economic and social lines, was "the vital need of
all children to have early learning experiences that help them develop a capacity
to live and co-exist in a world with people who are culturally, sexually, economi-
cally, and recially different." It was with this statement that the Women's
Caucus recognized that child care is part of a larger issue—the issue of the
emotional and social healthiness of today's family, a family unit which could
offer more true options to children, women and men if it were aided by
supplemental services such as child care.
We are happy to note that S. 1512 recognizes the needs of the working mother

and single parent. Latest Department of Labor statistics (1970) point to 3.7
million working mothers of preschoolers that are above the defined poverty level.
Over 2 million of these are considered traditionally middle-income—that is,
from family incomes of from $5,000 to $10,000 per year. So, as stated by the 1970
White House Conference on Children, "to discuss at length whether day care is
an economic luxury, a political right, or a social tool ignores the tremendous
need for supplementary care which exists today, a need which parents will
continue to meet the best they can with whatever resources are available. The
question, therefore, is not whether America should have day care, but rather
whether the day care which it has, and will have, will be good for the child,
the family, and the nation."

Children from these mid-income families are too often placed into seriously
inadequate and sometimes dangerous child care situations—when they can be
afforded or found. A Good Housekeeping magazine poll published in March,
1970, showed that the most pervasive complaint of working mothers was the
lack of dependable child care. As an example, one woman reported that her two
year old had wandered away from a neglectful sitter and ended up on an airport
runway a mile away. To reach there, the child had crossed a stubble field, climbed
two barbed-wire fences and a busy highway. This is not a unique story.
With good developmental care costing around $2,000 per year, it is easy to see

that the so-called middle income parent, as defined above, needs support to re-
ceive child care for his or her child. In this light, we are happy to see and
strongly support a new definition of low-income, and therefore, of those receiving
free child care, to be the more realistic Bureau of Labor Statistics level of

$6,900.
While supporting priority for the poor, the National Organization for Women

would hope that more and more non-poor children will be able to benefit from
this program through the years. With this in mind, we applaud Reps. Abzug's
and Chisholm's attempt to reinforce the philosophy that "comprehensive child
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development programs . . . are essential to the achievement of the full potentialof America's children and should be available as a matter of right to all chil-
dren regardless of economic, social and family background." The allotment form-
ula contained in HR. 8402 for the first 3 years of the program, reducing by 5%
each year the amount reserved for children of families under the BLS lower liv-
ing standard while at the same time increasing the funding, helps to establish
the legislative framework for the future expansion of such programs to uni-
versally available child development services.
Although NOW is committed to work for universally available, publicly sup-

ported child care, we are in accord with flexible fees on a sliding scale, as an
interim step, to reflect the urgent needs and varied resources of families.
The National Organization for Women feels that a higher funding level than

the one in this bill is more humane and realistic. More humane, because it does
not force middle income and poor to grovel over an amount of money inadequate
for either of their needs. Realistic, because somewhere between $8 to $10 billion
is needed to supply child care to preschoolers of mothers already working. On
the other hand, $7 billion alone is needed to provide services to all disadvantaged
children.

PARENT CONTROL

We are happy to see the strong parent control component of the Comprehen-
sive Child Development Act of 1971. N.O.W. places consumer control high on
the list of necessary ingredients for quality day care—that is, that the major
responsibility for planning and operating of child care services be controlled
by those most concerned with the children involved.
Parent control seems to us the most practical and workable method of quality

control. Parent involvement in day care programs would assure programs bene-
ficial to children since a parent is certainly going to want only the best for his
or her child. It is also an inexpensive method of quality control, as opposed to
the use of professional monitors.
Parent involvement, such as through volunteer or participation on a board

of directors, would also guarantee that child care would become an extension
of the family. N.O.W. would strongly oppose day care programs becoming iso-
lated from and unaccountable to parents.

24-HOUR CHILD CARE

N.O.W. would like to see child care provided on a 24-hour basis where it is
needed. This request for 24-hour child care has been misinterpreted to mean
providing permanent drop-off places for children with parents visiting only
occasionally. What is really meant, however, is that services should be available
at flexible hours to accommodate children of parents who work at night, or at
unusual hours. Just as an example, if you work on Capitol Hill, you are required
to work many evenings late. What happens to your child when the day care center
closes at 6:00 p.m.?

SOCIOECONOMIC INTEGRATION

Although it is hard to tell how much S. 1512 would provide for this, N.O.W.
would like to see as much social and economic integration in preschool as pos-
sible. Because of society's overall economic segregation, we realize that this is
difficult. We strongly feel, however, that one thing children do not need is to
grow up in a sterile, homogeneous environment. It appears that Reps. Chisholm
and Abzug were thinking of this when they added an amendment to allow the
Secretary of HEW to designate a non-governmental sponsor, not only to meet
the needs of the economically disadvantaged, but also of other preschoolers.
This could be a step to stem the tide of an undesirable two-class system of
day care.
At the same time, N.O.W. and many other women's groups, would like the

oportunity to start child care centers for the community. An amendment of this
sort would allow non-profit, non-governmental organizations such as women's
organizations to sponsor child care programs serving both middle-income and low-
income children.

SEX ROLE STEREOTYPING

The National Organization for Women would also like to see some provision
in S. 1512 ensuring equitable treatment of women and men in employment
created by this bill. Hopefully this would bring about more men relating to

4
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children in the preschOol setting, as well as more women participating in the
administration of the overall program.
Sexual Integration of center staff, as well as of the administrative level,

would help to overcome another area of N.O.W.'s concern: sex role stereotyping
of preschoolers. A good part of this testimony would not be necessary if small
children were not tracked into arbitrary roles according to their sex. Doll corners
and dress-up corners where only girls play, and truck and block rooms where only
boys play are stifling to the full development of a child's unique, individual
potential and talents. We feel preschool programs should be geared to individual
strengths and weaknesses rather than narrow, preconceived roles.

LICENSING

Sometimes archaic and unenlightened local licensing and regulatory procedures
seem to impede rather than aid the growth of child care programs. N.O.W.'s
Child -Care Task Force sees these regulations as one of the most inhibiting of all
factors to the development of day care.

Since any programs set up by S. 1512 would be affected by local licensing agen-
cies, N.O.W. would hope that some provision could be made to assure that licensing
procedures be realistic and aid in the establishment of rather than the hindrance
of good programs.

Although regulations to assure the basic physical safety of children are needed,
many of the restrictions seem to have little concern for children, while at the
same time make it almost financially impossible for communities to start child
care programs. It is no secret that parents desperately needing care for their
children have circumvented local regulations and set up "bootleg" -centers.
The White House Conference on Children noted that "many licensing authori-

ties do not live up to their potential because regulations are inappropriate or
because their own training and funding are inadequate. In some cases, the com-
plexity of local, state, and other requirements impedes the establishment and
expansion of programs, both good and bad. Too often, regulations focus on physi-
cal facilities and on superficial differences in services, such as 'nursery schools'
versus 'day care centers,' and ignore crucial areas such as the inclusion of specific
program elements."
Finally, -the National Organization for Women hopes S. 1512 marks the be-

ginning of a new attitude towards day care and the end of the attitude that it is
a reluctant substitute for a good family life, a service only for poor and problem
homes.
NOW believes that, quite to the contrary, child care offers a much needed

supplemental support for families regardless of income. In an urban society where
each small nuclear family lives in isolation from others, where the extended
family has disappeared, and where -many mothers must work, child care must
become recognized as a right (as S. 1512 states). A child needs -relationship with
other children and other adults; today's mother who lives so much in isolation
cannot be all things to her child, and who has the emotional, psychological or
economic need to pursue work or other interests.
Although until recently few attempts were made to evaluate objectively the

efforts of full day care, abundant research documents the possibility of desirable
effects associated with some variety of experience outside the home. (1970 White
House Conference on Children)
No matter how enlightened many of us are, we still hold a fear of the effects of

maternal-child separation. One reason why many social institutions formerly
resisted extra-familial child care was the deep belief in the importance of family
life and fear of the possibly destructive results of separating a child from its
mother. The institutional syndrome of maternal deprivation found in many
orphanages was attributed to any separation from the biological mother, rather
than to 'prolonged separation combined with other institutional conditions such
as perceptual monotony; little interaction with adults; and lack of a basis for
self, family, and historical identity. Traditional guidelines viewed day care as a
last resort because the institutional findings were overgeneralized to include the
part-time—and very different—separation involved in day care where the child
returns daily to the family. (1970 White House Conference on Children)

Anthropologist Margaret Mead has said that widespread misunderstanding of
children's needs and their relationship to our particular nuclear family arrange-
ment, have tied "women move tightly to their children than has been thought
necessary since the invention of bottle feeding and baby carriages."
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Our traditional model of the biological mother as the sole and constant care-
taker is unusual. In most cultures and in most centuries, care has been divided
among an extended family and the community. Universal education for older
children, the geographic mobility of families and the social isolation of many
people in the cities have drastically limited these resources for the American
mother. As a result, we are now faced with the need for new options for child
care.
In the future, N.O.W. hopes that child development services will be completely

separated from public welfare programs, that they will not be developed in
order to lessen public assistance roles, but rather as a basic right. The child
welfare concept of day care—as a service to poor and problem families—has con-
tributed to the resistance to enlarging services to cover broader segments of the
population and, concurrently, has prevented ethnic and socioeconomic integration
of preschools.

I.
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Senator MONDALE. We stand recessed subject to the call of the
Chair.
(Whereupon, at 11:10, May 27, 1971, hearing in the above entitled

matter was adjourned to meet at the call of the Chair.)
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THE COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 1971

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT,

MANPOWER, AND POVERTY, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON
CHILDREN AND Y0UT71 OF THE

COMMFITEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
ashing ton, D .0 .

The subcommittee met at 9 :15 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room
S-407, Capitol, Senator Walter F. Mondale (chairman of the Sub-
committee on Children and Youth) presiding.

Present: Senators Mondale, Randolph, and Javits.
Committee staff members present: A. Sidney Johnson, professional

staff member John K. Scales, minority counsel.
Senator MONDALE. The committee will come to order.
We are privileged this morning to have Dr. Zigler, who is the

director and head of the Office of Child Development and Mr. Kurz-
man, who is the Assistant Secretary for Legislation, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. We are most pleased to have you
with us here this morning. You may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN KURZMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
LEGISLATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY DR. EDWARD ZIGLER, DIRECTOR,
OFFICE OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mr. K17RZMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are very pleased to
be here to represent the position of the Department of HEW in re-
gard to child development legislation. The administration shares the
deep concern of the subcommittees, Mr. Chairman and Senator Javits,
and of the subcommittee's counterpart in the House, with the health,
development, and general well-being of our Nation's children.
We are very much cognizant of the deep, bipartisan effort that has

been made in the development of the proposed child care legislation.
And, for the administration, let me say that it is our opinion also that
lives of our children should never become a political issue. The Presi-
dent, early in this administration eloquently voiced the concern of all
Americans that their children have every opportunity for growth and
development.
He pointed to the special importance of the early years of life and

stated:
(757)
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So crucial is the matter of early growth that we must make a national com-
mitment to providing all American children an opportunity for healthful and
stimulating development during the first 5 years of life.

In keeping with this commitment, the administration has made a
strong pledge to expand day care and child development services. The
anticipated budget for such services in fiscal year 1973 will be $1.2
billion, approximately double the amount expended in the current
fiscal year.
This $1.2 billion will include funds for day care and other child

development activities under H.R. 1, the welfare reform bill, which
is going to the House floor next week we hope, the Headstart authority,
the Economic Opportunity Act, title IV, day care and child develop-
ment under the Social Security Act and certain other provisions of
the Economic Opportunity Act.
It is in this context that we come before the subcommittee this

morning with a set of proposals which we feel constitute the most
effective and realistic new initiative that can be mounted to serve
the Nation's children, a goal which the administration shares, as I have
said, with the members of this subcommittee. We have presented a list
of specifications to the members of this subcommittee which represent,
in our judgment, the fundamental elements that ought to exist in a
new legislative plan establishing coordinated child care and develop-
ment services.
May I ask at this point, Mr. Chairman, if it might be appropriate

to place that in the record.
Senator MONDALE. It will be placed in the record following your

testimony.
Mr. KTJRZMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In our opinion, the high-

lights of this new legislative thrust should be as follows:
First and foremost, is to assure that there is consolidation and

coordination of Federal day care and child development programs.
This, to us, is a major feature that should exist in any new proposal.
This would tie in very closely with a very important initiative Secre-
tary Richardson has engaged the Department in developing, which
is a way of integrating services, social services generally, at the local
level to avoid the kind of overlap, duplication, and falling between
the cracks that we have found with so many social service, family
and child programs.
Our second point is to assist in the development of a primary system

for the delivery of day care and child care development services
under those programs so that there is a principal mechanism under
which various sorts of funding can be accommodated. These include
the vendor payment funding through the H.R. 1 welfare reform
system, which is, we hope, to be enacted shortly, the title IV, Social
Security Act system which has been in place for some years and the
Headstart authority, which of course has also been in place for some
time.
Our third purpose is to establish a targeted approach to the use of

all of these Federal funds, to pull them all together to reach the prin-
cipal targets—the provision of day care services for children of low-
income working families and the provision of child development serv-
ices for children, regardless of the work status of their parents, to
the extent permitted by budgetary resources and with priority to
economically disadvantaged children.
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At a time when numerous Federal efforts are directed towards pro-
viding children's services, it makes considerable sense to consolidate
similar services into one bill. It is also important to guarantee that
the provisions of the bill make it possible to coordinate the consoli-
dated programs with other existing programs and with new initia-
tives, especially the day care provisions in H.R. 1. In order to bring
about that consolidation and coordination, the following statutes
would be amended to repeal authority to operate day care programs.
Mr. Chairman, may I ask that this list of authorities be placed in

the record at this point.
Senator MONDALE. Without objection.
(The information referred to subsequently follows:)

STATUTES To BE REPEALED OR AMENDED UNDER ADMINISTRATION SPECIFICATIONS
FOR DAY CARE AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT LEGISLATION

1. Social Security Act, as amended:
Title IV—A, Aid to Families of Dependent Children.
Title IV—B, Child Welfare Services.

2. Economic Opportunity Act, as amended:
Title I—Supportive Services for Manpower Programs—reference to day care.
Title II—Head Start.
Title III—Supportive services for migrants—reference to day care.
Title V—B—Day Care.

Mr. KURZMAN. Further, the Secretary would be required to coordi-
nate title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and
the Followthrough programs with the programs authorized under
this act and to insure that joint technical assistance efforts between
the Office of Child Development and the Office of Education are estab-
lished. The Secretary would prescribe regulations and make arrange-
ments as necessary to insure that suitable child development programs
under our proposal would be available to children receiving aid or
services under Titles TV—A and IV—B of the Social Security Act.

It is the administration's view that a delivery system for day care
and child development services should be established which could be
employed for both the consolidated services contained in this legisla-
tive proposal and those anticipated under H.R. 1. The delivery system
that we propose would utilize prime sponsors as the primary vehicle
for Federal funding of such programs.
Those eligible for prime sponsorship would be the general-purpose

government of any State or any city with population in excess of
500,000, and any federally recognized Indian reservation. The chief
executive of a prime sponsorship area would designate the agency
responsible for program operation and would also establish a child
development council.
The child development council membership would be appointed

by the chief executive, with the requirement that no less than 25 per-
cent would be parents representative of the population served. The
agency designated by the chief executive, in cooperation with the child
development council, would develop a prime sponsor plan for chil-
dren's services. The process would insure integrated delivery of serv-
ices to children by coordinating the planning of services provided
under this proposal and those provided under other authorities assist-
ing children and their families.
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We would like to make clear that what we are proposing addresses
primarily the planning and administration of children's programs by
State and large-city general-purpose government. It is our intention
that the actual operation of programs on a day-to-day basis is a given
community would be conducted by a broad range of public and private
agencies, which may apply for funding under the prime sponsor plan.
It is also our intention that parents be encouraged to participate

as much as possible in the day-to-day children's learning activities
and other activities in the local centers.
With respect to the planning and administrative functions. We pro-

pose that prime sponsors will receive from the Federal Government
first, planning grants, funds for resource creation, and for no longer
than a 24-month period, grants for operating expenses of child care and
development programs; and second, funds through vendor payments
for longer term operating and capital expenses.
The rationale for selecting a State and large city prime sponsor

approach rests upon our concern that children's programs be of the
highest quality. Programs of optimal quality can be achieved only
in a delivery system that permits sound Federal management and one
that promotes the utilization of already existing social services in
behalf of children enrolled in those programs.
Senator JAvrrs. May I just ask one question, Mr. Chairman? Mr.

Kurzman why did you include—as eligible for prime sponsorship—
cities over 500,000 and not counties with a unitary county government,
for example, those with a county executive, with populations over
500,000?
Mr. KURZMAN. Senator Javits, the specifications make it clear that

we would permit the States, as prime sponsors, to designate counties
or any other subdivision as the prime sponsor for the State.
Senator ,TAvrrs. Is that your only reason for distinguishing between

cities of 500,000 and counties, with county government, of 500,000?
Or, didn't you think of it?
Mr. KURZMAN. No, we did, Senator. I think that the point that I

am making is that we would permit the States to designate a sub-
division

' 
such as a county—

Senator JAM'S. States don't designate a city of 500,000. Why
shouldn't a county with 500,000, with an integrated government qual-
ify in the same way?
Mr. KURZMAN. On the basis of our Headstart experiences, we be-

lieve that the quality of services delivered to children depends in large
part on the number of projects to be monitored by any one agency of
government. Our Headstart experience has taught us the price children
pay when the Federal Government has responsibility for a greater
number of programs than it can effectively administer. Headstart
grants are made directly to local communities by the Federal Govern-
ment with the result that over 1,000 grantees must be monitored by the
10 regional offices of the Office of Child Development. The ability of
these offices to monitor or provide technical assistance in a timely
way is necessarily limited and program quality often suffers as a
consequence.
I might point out here that the scale of the increase in Federal fund-

ing for day-care centers, taking together the new funds in H.R. 1, title
IV and ,Headstart, would, in our judgment, ultimately call for some-
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thing like 10,000 day-care units, at the least and perhaps upwards of
that to 40,000 individual day-care units. So, we are talking about such
an enormous expansion of facilities and units within the next few years
that .when you compare it to the scale that is now in operation, it
would require a much, much larger Federal bureaucracy and a great
inability, in our judgment, to manage and monitor effectively the
quality of the services provided. That is why we are talking about
approximately 100 prime sponsors applying to the Federal Government
and being monitored by a Federal agency.
These prime sponsors, of course, would in turn be the grantors to

the individual day-care centers within their areas. It is for this reason
that we recommend that prime sponsors be limited to units of general
purpose government of States, cities with over 500,000 population, or
Indian tribal organizations. This will build into the delivery system
a limited number of prime grantees.

Responsibility and accountability will reside in elected officials and
consequently, a government program will be located where it can be
monitored effectively. The role, then, of the Federal Government will
be that of assuring that State plans are adequate, that proper guide-
lines are being employed and enforced, and that programs are adminis-
tered equitably and in the best interests of children.
Our proposed limitation of eligibility for prime sponsorship would

not only enhance our ability to maintain high quality of services to
children, but would also facilitate the maximum integration of all serv-
ices to children and their families. Only the Governor or the chief
executive officer of a large metropolitan area is in a position to co-
ordinate all the social service resources at his command so that children
are able to get the help they need with minimum difficulty.

Unless this integration of services is planned for initially, it develops
so haphazardly that great inefficiencies occur through duplications of
effort or gaps in available services.
Our proposal makes every effort to guarantee that those children

who need child care and developmental services most do indeed receive
them. We therefore propose that while all children between the ages
of 0 and 14 may be served, priority should be given to economically
disadvantaged preschool children.
The economically disadvantaged would be defined as those whose

annual family income is below the H.R. 1 welfare reform break-even
point-54,320 for a family of four. Children from families above the
H.R. 1 break-even point would be eligible to receive services on la fee
basis, with the fees on a sliding scale related to income and size of
family.
Our choice of this 'figure, as opposed to some higher figure for child

care services at no cost, was predicted on our concern that every effort
must be made to serve children from the most impoverished segment of
our society before free services are provided to a more affluent stratum
of the population. Attempting to provide free services on a large scale
would outstrip all available resources and, of greater importance,
would dangerously dilute the program's impact upon the poorest and
most needy children.
At the same time, we do not wish to isolate these children from their

peers. A limited universe of totally publicly funded slots will enable
more youngsters to participate on a sliding fee basis and will ensure a
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better mix of children from various economic backgrounds. We should
remember that families required to pay a partial fee will be charged
only what they can reasonably afford. Thus, child development services
will not be put out of their financial reach and as the programs grow
we would hope that increasingly higher income level children would
be able to participate. The result, then, would be the type of socio-
economic mix that would be beneficial to the development of all
children.
The administration's proposal anticipates the provision of day care

services for children of low-income 'working families and the provision
of child development services, regardless of the work status of their
parents.
The funding for these would be somewhat split. Funding for serv-

ices to children of low-income working families will be provided pri-
marily through H.R. 1 and title IV of the Social Security Act. Fund-
ing for child care services for children, regardless of the work status
of their parents, will also be specifically authorized under this pro-
posal, limited, as I have noted, both by our budgetary resources and by
the priority given to the economically disadvantaged. Funding for this
latter category would be provided primarily through the proposed act
which would incorporate Headstart and other Economic Opportunity
Act day care funding.
If we are to provide more than minimal care for young children in

federally supported programs, we must not expand services more rap-
idly than the system can accommodate. We therefore propose that the
authorized funds not exceed the amounts already 'budgeted for H.R. 1,
title IV of the Social Security Act, and Headstart.
As I have pointed out before, this already represents a doubling

of the funds now being spent by the Federal Government for such
services. Mr. Chairman, I briefly described the major features of the
administration's proposal for a new initiative in the child care area.
We have also developed specific proposals concerning such issues as
the Federal share of funding for children's services, responsibility
for grant administration under other authorities, construction, and
renovation of facilities, training, services to Federal employees, re-
search, evaluation, and technical assistance, and Federal standards for
the group care of children.
Our proposals on these issues have been transmitted in the document

I have referred to as our legislative specifications. We very much ap-
preciate this opportunity to appear before you today. I look forward to
working with you in developing legislation which will best serve the
needs of the Nation's children.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much, Mr. Kurzman. You used

the figure at one point of $1.2 billion. Would you break that down
for us?
Mr. KICTRZMAN. Yes, sir; I think that the primary figure is over 700

million in H.R. 1.
Senator MONDALE. That is new spending?
Mr. KIMIZMAN. About half of that is new spending. Half of that is

existing title IV funding.
Senator MONDALE. In other words, about a 100-percent increase?
Mr. KuRzmAN Yes. There are 370 million Headstart funding which

represents-
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Senator MONDALE. How does that compare with last years'?
Mr. KURZMAN. That is an increase from 340 
Dr. ZIGLER. It is an increase from 340 to 360, about $20 million.
Senator MONDALE. What percentagewise increase, approximately?

About 7 percent?
Dr. ZIGLER. Five percent.
Senator MONDALE. Are those the two figures, the two parts of the

administration's proposals?
Mr. KURZMAN. The balance woud be those title IV funds which are

not subsumed in H.R. 1 funding.
Senator MONDALE. What is that figure?
Dr. ZIGLER. Approximately $300 million.
Senator MONDALE. $300 million and what does that go for?
Dr. ZIGLER. This goes for day care services, Mr. Chairman. Pri-

marily, for AFDC mothers who are working part time, being placed
in training.

Senator MONDALE. What is the figure now in that category?
Mr. KURZMAN. I have that figure with us, Mr. Chairman. It will

take me a moment to get it. Our problem, Mr. Chairman, is that we
have a figure which represents the total title IV spending estimated for
1972, not the broken out part, which would remain after H.R. 1.
Senator MONDALE. Can you maybe submit it for the record, the

spending differences suggested?
Mr. KURZMAN. Yes, indeed.
(The following was subsequently supplied for the record:)

TOTAL ESTIMATED FEDERAL EXPENDITURES AND CHILDREN SERVED UNDER MAJOR FEDERAL CHILD CARE
PROGRAMS (INCLUDES PART DAY AND SUMMER) FISCAL YEAR 1971

Expenditures

Estimated
number of

children

Title IV-A, Social Security Act (non-WIN) $244, 830, 000 197, 479
Title IV—A, Social Security Act (WIN) 38, 000, 030 1 117, 162
Title IV—B, Social Security Act (child welfare services) 1, 900, 000 20, 000
Title I, Economic Opportunity Act (concentrated employment program) 7, 500, 000 9,500
Title II—B, Economic Opportunity Act (Project Headstart) 360, 000,000 478,600
Title I I I—B, Economic Opportunity Act (migrant and seasonal farmworkers) 1, 400, 000 2,000

Total  653, 630, 000 824, 741

'The lower cost per child reflects the fact that in most States WIN day care expenditures and WIN administrative
overhead are being attributed to social services costs rather than establishing a separate accounting system for WIN
child care.

Note: The fiscal year 1972 budget escalates these figl es significantly, to cover $900,000,000 and 900,000 children served.

Senator MONDALE. So, that works out to $1.2, approximately. Now,
of this $700 million spent under H.R. 1, how many children do you
estimate that will serve?
Mr. KURZMAN. The goal of the administration is to have 1 million

children in welfare reform day care under that $700 million.
Senator MONDALE. Does that work up to 
Mr. KURZMAN. A cost of $700 per year, per child, averaging.
Senator MONDALE. How many of those are full-time day care recip-

ients and how many are after school?
Dr. ZIGLER. We figure two-thirds of those will be school-age chil-

dren. One-third will be preschool.
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Senator JAvrrs. If the Chairman will allow me, what is the target
population?
Mr. KITRZMAN. The target population are the children of working

parents receiving welfare reform assistance, family assistance.
Senator JAVITS. How many?
Mr. KIIRZMAN. That is 1 million children.
Senator JAVITS. That is your goal, but what is the target population?

What is the universe of eligible children out of which you are estab-
lishing a goal of reaching 1 million?
Mr. KURZMAN. You are talking about those who would be eligible?
Senator JAvrrs. Right. It is a million out of how many eligible

children?
Mr. KURZMAN. I can't give you that figure. We will supply it.
(The information subsequently supplied follows:)

NUMBER OF FAP CHILDREN 0-14

State
Total

Population 1

Number of
FAP children

0-14 2 State
Total

population 1

Number of
FAP children

0-14 2

United States 203, 184,772 10, 012, 341 Missouri 4, 677, 399 208,320
Montana 694, 409 43, 680

3, 444, 165 359, 520Alabama Nebraska 1, 483, 791 47, 040
Alaska 302,173 12,320 Nevada 488,738 16,800
Arizona 1,772, 482 98, 560 New Hampshire 737, 681 30, 240
Arkansas 1, 923, 295 169, 120 New Jersey 7, 168, 164 191,520
California 19,953, 134 800, 800 New Mexico 1, 016, 000 70, 560
Colorado 7, 207, 259 135, 520 New York 18, 190, 740 667,520
Connecticut 3, 032, 217 72,800 North Carolina 5, 082, 059 343, 840
Delaware 548, 104 35, 840 North Dakota 617, 761 32, 480
District of Columbia 756,510 47, 040 Ohio 10, 652, 017 447, 400
Florida 6,789, 443 535, 360 Oklahoma 2, 559, 253 166, 880
Georgia 4, 589, 575 381,920 Oregon 2, 091, 385 69,440
Guam Pennsylvania 11, 793, 909 546, 560
Hawaii 769,913 22,400 Puerto Rico 
Idaho 713,008 20,160 Rhode Island 949,723 41, 440
Illinois 11, 113, 967 372,960 South Carolina 2, 590, 516 192, 640
Indiana 5, 193, 669 227,360 South Dakota 666, 257 38, 080
Iowa 2, 325, 041 80,640 Tennessee 3, 924, 164 295,680
Kansas 2,249, 071 58, 240 Texas 11, 196, 730 788,480
Kentucky 3, 219, 311 187, 040 Utah 1, 059, 273 22,400
Louisiana 3,643, 180 332, 640 Vermont 444, 732 23, 520
Maine 993,668 58, 240 Virgin Islands 
Maryland 3,922, 399 168,000 Virginia 4,648, 494 276, 640
Massachusetts 5,689, 170 157,920 Washington 3, 409, 169 95, 200
Michigan 8, 875, 083 331,520 West Virginia 1, 744, 237 117,600
Minnesota 3, 805, 069 126, 560 Wisconsin 4, 417, 933 109,760
Mississippi 2,216,912 340, 480 Wyoming 332,416 16,800

u,S• summary of general population characteristics; advanced reports (PC (V-2)-1), February 1971.
2 poverty facts and figures, poor children under 14, by region from census CPS, March 1970, of 1969 incomes.

Note: Number of children in FAP poverty is approximately 12 percent above the number of children in 0E0 poverty.

Senator JAVITS. That is critically important. We understand that it
is upwards of 4 to 6 million children. Now, you tell us that it is 1
million. That is the essence of this thing.
Senator MONDALE. That is just preschool children in poverty. I think

we had an estimate yesterday of 9 million-including preschool chil-
dren in poverty and preschool children whose mothers are working-
but those are estimates.
Senator JAVITS. We need a reliable figure, Mr. Kurzman, and I think

it would be very helpful for the committee to know exactly how many
eligible children there are. Your testimony is extremely important, but
there are many gaps because people like myself and Senator Mondale
have bills of our own having material differences in their approach
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to child care. But the big difference, of course, relates to how much
money is provided and the administration, in my judgment, is seeking
to hold this figure at a minimum level.

Notwithstanding 100 percent increase in expenditures, this field is
terribly neglected and relates to other expenditures of Government and
to the social order of the country. So, juxtapositions become critically
important. If you would be kind enough, you or Dr. Zigler, to give
us some profile as well as some estimate of the population that we
have to think about and then, what you are reaching for, that would
be very helpful.
Mr. KTJRZMAN. We would be happy to do that, Senator. May I point

out, too, that in the comparison of the figures it should be pointed out
that the 1 million figure is based upon eligibility, not merely for assist-
ance under the welfare reform proposal, but assistance as employables
who are registered with the Department of Labor, as that bill now
stands. So, that would not include the children of those who are not
considered employable and who are still under HEW jurisdiction.
We must be careful to make sure that the comparison is a comparison

of like populations here.
'Senator JAVITS. Right. Will you do that for me, please?
Dr. ZIGLER. Senator

' 
on that point, we will be happy to provide a

collection of figures. As you know, trying to (Yet that particular figure
and finding a reliable one is fraught with uncertainty. We can extrapo-
late from experiences with WIN but we don't know how many parents
of preschool children will volunteer for training and employment.
Therefore, we don't know how many families will actually enter a
child in day care once the bill passes.
So, what we will have to do is come up with minimum and maximum

figures for you.
(The information subsequently supplied follows:)

MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM FIGURES OF WOMEN WHO WILL ENTER WORK-TRAINING
UNDER H.R. 1, INCLUDING VOLUNTEERS

1. Maximum number of Women 3,815,000.
Source: Table 13, page 229, Report of the Ways and Means Committee on
H.R. 1, May 26, 1971.

2. Minimum number of women (those who have children) 6-14, 1,041,495:
Source: Of (1) above 27.3% derived from data of NOSS.

3. Women with children under 6, 2,773.505 of whom approximately 25% or
693,376 would volunteer.

4. Therefore approximately Women to work in PAP, 1,735,071.

Senator JAVITS. Do the best you can. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one
further question. The Chair is very gracious in allowing me to go to
another meeting of our own committee. The three really big issues of
difference are money, how many children you are going to reach, and
sponsorship and the participation of parents.
Now, we have talked about the money. Senator Mondale, I am sure,

will go into it in greater depth. As to sponsorship, I am puzzled by one
thing. With regard to the administration or sponsorship of manpower
programs, the administration has sought standard metropolitan areas
of a smaller designation—as low as 100,000 units of population. None-
theless, I gather the administration wishes us to believe that we must
deal in units of 500,000 or more or even with an entire State, in the
child care field. Is there any rationale for that approach?
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Mr. KURZMAN. I wouldn't want to have to draw too hard a distinc-
tion between child care and the manpower field. However, we do view
this as possibly the nucleus for a broader integration of services for
families. In that context, so much of social service for families is pro-
vided by general purpose government or is within the jurisdiction of
general purpose government, in rather large units.

It would be possible to use these large units as nuclei for that kind
of service only if those larger units indeed had prime sponsorship
roles. Now, that does not mean, of course, that there wouldn't be a
great deal of dispersion among the various small units by those prime
sponsors. Neighborhood groups would be the grantees, ultimately.
Senator JAVITS. But they become the licensee of the political au-

thority whom you designate as eligible for prime sponsorship. What
are you going to do with a State that has no city of 500,000 and doesn't
itself wish to become a prime sponsor?
Mr. KURZMAN. Our proposal has not directly addressed itself to that

but we would have to provide, I believe, some sort of a pass-through
in order to have programs in those States.

Senator JAVITS. And the same is true is it not, of those counties
without town governments, like my own Nassau, Monroe, 

Erie, 
Rock-

land, Westchester. Would you think about that and give us your desires
on that? .
Mr. KURZMAN. We would be happy to, Senator.
Senator JAVITS. I am referring to a county which has 500,000 or

more people and an integrated government with a county executive.
Senator MONDALE. I don't have anything that qualifies as a major

city, maybe one county.
(The following material was subsequently supplied for the record:)
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Ideas on Including Counties of 500,000 as Prime Sponsors

As the attached list indicates, at the present time there are
3,049 counties, 74 of which have populations of 500,000 or more.

In order to determine whether a particular county should be eligible
for direct funding as a prime sponsor, an important question would be
whether it has a unified organizational structure capable of administering
programs on a county-wide basis. The form of governmental leadership --
county executive (elected or appointed) or board/commissioner -- would not,
by itself, be sufficient to make this determination. For instance, rural
counties in New England, regardless of their form of leadership, seldom
have a unified structure for administering programs. Instead, townships
within county boundaries often have primary responsibility for delivering
services.

Accordingly, for the Federal government to make a determination as to
which counties to fund as prime sponsors, Federal criteria would have to
be established to determine the capability of counties on the basis of
organizational structure. Applying the criteria to applicants could prove
costly and time-consuming. And even in instances where counties were
found to have a unified form of government, jurisdictional problems could
arise if the county and a city were congruent or a city comprised more
than one county (or vice versa), unless the bill included criteria for
determining precedence.

Our preference is to limit the number of prime sponsors in order to
permit the most effective monitoring, technical assistance and grant
administration by the Federal government. We believe that where counties
do have a unified form of government sufficient to operate as prime
sponsors, their autonomy can be recognized adequately by authorizing the
State or larger city prime sponsor to delegate responsibilities to them.
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UNITED STATES COUNTIES OF 500,000 OR MORE (1970 PRELIMINARY CENSUS) 

TOTAL - 74

ALABAMA

Jefferson 639,461

ALASKA
None

ARIZONA
Maricopa 963,132

CALIFORNIA
Contra Costa 551,456
Los Angeles 6,974,103
Orange 1,409,335
Sacramento 636,137
San Bernadino 672,163
San Diego 1,318,022
San Francisco 704,217
San Mateo 561,027
Santa Clara 1,057,032

COLORADO
Denver 512,691

CONNECTICUT
Fairfield 785,603
Hartford 808,846
New Haven 733,846

DELAWARE None

WASHINGTON, D.C. 746,169
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FLORIDA

GEORGIA

HAWAII

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

INDIANA

-2-

Broward 612,006
Dade 1,259,176
Duval 513,439
Pinellas 515,123

Fulton 594,608

Honolulu 613,114

None

Cook 5,427,237

Lake 543,162
Marion 785,085

IOWA None

KANSAS None

KENTUCKY
Jefferson

LOUISIANA
Orleans

MAINE None

MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

688,774

885,787

Baltimore 615,714
Montgomery 520,716
Prince Georges 657,628

Essex 631,000
Middlesex 1,388,129
Norfolk 605,413
Suffolk 721,152
Worcester 633,785

Ma Comb 620,478
Oakland 900,691
Wayne 2,642,348
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MINNESOTA

MISSOURI

MISSISSIPPI

MONTANA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY

NEW YORK

NORTH DAXOTA

OHIO

OKLAHOMA

OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

-2-

Hennepin 955,617

Jackson 644,947
St. Louis 956,196

None

None

None

Bergen 886,805
Essex 927,965
Hudson 597,091
Union 539,207

Bronx 1,454,323
Erie 1,700,597
Kings 2,570,624
Monroe 706,644
Nassau 1,420,021
New York 1,509,740
Queens 1,968,460
Suffolk 1,114,164
Westchester 886,641

None

Cuyahoga
Franklin
Hamilton
Summit

Oklahoma

Multnomah

1,701,640
822,336
915,370
550,234

511,377

547,865

Allegheny 1,591,270
Delaware 592,200
Montgomery 622,376
Philadelphia 1,927,863
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RHODE ISLAND

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

WASHINGTON

WEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

WYOMING

-4-

Providence

None

None

Shelby

575,592

718,777

Bexar 830,656

Dallas 1,316,289

Harris 1,722,336
Tarrant 711,387

King

None

Milwaukee

None

1,142,488

1,046,268



772

Senator JAVITS. My last question, Mr. Chairman, if I may, is why
did you choose the 25 percent for parent participation on the Child De-
velopment Councils? What magic is there in that figure and what is
your rationale for chosing it?
Mr. KIJRZMAN. Well, I don't think there is any real magic in picking

any one figure for that, Senator, however, it does relate to the overall
size of the council and what its functions ultimately would be. Our
proposal is, as I have mentioned, predicated on the assumption that at
some time in the future it may be possible to use these as the nuclei for
broader social service integration for whole families, not merely for
the children.
If that were the case, then we would want to have on the Child De-

velopment Council a larger array of organizations and interest groups,
than might be interested particularly in day care to begin with. So, the
problem would occur if you mandated from the beginning a very, very
large proportion of parents of children served, or population served
by child care alone. Then, you would have to have a much, much bigger
council in the end in order to bring all those other groups in.
Senator JAVITS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. May I express

my deep appreciation to the Chair for its graciousness.
Senator MONDALE. Surely.
So, your cost figure works out to about $700 per child in day-care

centers on a full-time basis?
Mr. KTIRZMAN. This, of course, represents averaging between the full-

day component and the part-day component and children with different
levels of service, too.
Dr. Zigler, do you want to add to that?
Dr. ZIGLER. Mr. Chairman, that figure is deceptive because you are

combining to get an average, figures that extend from $1,600 for the
care of a preschool child in center versus the $800 in home, family
group care for preschoolers to $650 for the care of a school-age child.
So the $700 figure can be deceptive.
Senator MONDALE. What would be the average expenditure for a

child for year-round, let us say a 3- to 5-year child for year-round
services? What do you estimate it would cost?
Dr. ZIGLER. It depends upon the setting. In a center, we are still

estimating a $1,600 cost. However, for many of these children the
parents will make provisions on their own and this will cost something
in the neighborhood of $800 for a preschool child. Another kind of
setting that will be used a great deal—which is presently being used and
we will try to upgrade them, of course—is called a family day-care
home. That also costs somewhere in the neighborhood of $750.
Senator MONDALE. What will be the minimum services required for

children in that age group by the day-care centers?
Dr. ZIGLER. Our view is to build upon the Headstart experience here

and as former Secretary of HEW, Mr. Finch, testified, we will take a
developmental approach to these prOblems. We have in mind the nutri-
tion of the child, the physical health of the child and perhaps, of
greatest importance and what really brings up the cost of caring for
the children, the educational component in the center.
The difference between custodial and what we would call develop-

mental day-care in centers goes up greatly once you commit yourself
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to an educational program for the child, rather than simply a custodial,
baby-sitting, operation.
Senator MONDALE. Now, would you require by law or by regulation

that all children in these day-care centers shall receive comprehensive
nutrition, health, educational care?
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes. Our view now is that this is exactly what would be

required for the center children, and, in addition to that, we would like
to upgrade the quality of the family group care home by introducing
medical care there as well and sufficient technical assistance to these
homes.
Senator MONDALE. What do you estimate the cost of comprehensive

developmental day-care services to be?
Dr. ZIGLER. Again, Mr. Chairman, it depends upon the setting.
Senator MONDALE. I am talking about a day-care center.
Dr. ZIGLER. Well, for a group center our estimate of this cost re-

mains at $1,600 per year. This is the figure that we are using on the
basis of our analysis of the cost of providing these various components
in such a setting.

Senator MONDALE. Is it your testimony that the H.R. 1 will be a
comprehensive child development program or something less?
Dr. ZIGLER. The President, himself, has spoken to this issue, Mr.

Chairman, in which he pointed out that day-care envisioned under the
family assistance plan will be considered an end in itself and will not
be custodial in nature, that it would be directed at the development of
children.
Senator MONDALE. What percentage of the present day-care slots

under title IV are developmental, comprehensive quality programs?
Dr. ZIGLER. I am just analyzing those figures myself, Mr. 'Chairman.

My view is that very few are.
Senator MONDALE. Very small?
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. 20 percent?
Dr. ZIGLER. That would probably be as .good an estimate as any

that I could come up with. As I say, we are investigating these figures
right now with people in SRS and CSA.
Senator MONDALE. The H.R. 1 simply provides that the project

"shall provide for various types of care needed in the light of different
circumstances and the needs of the children involved." That doesn't
seem to have many teeth in it, particularly in the light of the fact
that most of these day-care centers are custodial and not develop-
mental. Would you agree to writing into H.R. 1 some very specific
language tying down the need for developmental requirements and
developmental day care for child development?
Mr. KURZMAN. We don't think that is necessary, Mr. 'Chairman,

because we think the legislative history is quite clear on that.
Senator MONDALE. What legislative history?
Mr. KURZMAN. The testimony that Dr. Zigler has referred to from

former Secretary Finch.
Senator MONDALE. The legislative history, I think, was devastating

in that direction. We will get back to that. You know what I am
getting at. The White House Conference on Children dramatically
voted in their weighted ballot for the establishment of comprehensive,
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family-oriented, child development programs, including health, day
care, and early childhood education.
The Joint Commission on the Mental Health for Children came

down very hard in the same way. The coalition that developed the
child development bill which I have introduced with Senator Javits,
cosponsored by Senator Randolph and others, tries to incorporate
the thinking of the best minds in the country on the need for child
development programs.
It is a new total effort to try to intervene for the first time, in not

only the first 5 years of life but even concerning the health of the
mother during pregnancy. Is it your testimony that it is the intention
of the administration in H.R. 1 to require that kind of comprehensive
child development care or do you have something less in mind?
In the Ways and Means Committee public statement on H.R. 1

they devote only a paragraph:
The Secretary of Labor directly and by using child-care projects would pro-

vide for child-care services for registrants who required them in order to accept
or continue to participate in employment or training. Families receiving such
services might also be required to pay all or part of the costs involved.

The Ways and Means Committee Report is even more explicit, and
more disappointing. It says:
Your committee believes that well-designed child care programs, in addition

to benefiting parents by freeing them for work, can also be of great benefit to the
child and can help break the cycle of 'poverty. Child care for the pre-school child
should not be care of low quality, but should include educational, health, nutri-
tional, and other needed services whenever possible. !However, the lack of child
care of that level would not be good cause for failure to take training, if other
adequate and acceptable care is available.

It is my impression that the whole thrust of H.R. 1 is not to provide
comprehensive child care, but to get the mother out and working and
to keep the children somewhere while she is there. I am very skeptical
that without writing in broad, minimum standards, that is exactly
what we will have and indeed, that is exactly what we do have in the
present title IV. Now, do I fail to read something or see something
here?
Mr. KURZMAN. I think there are two things, Mr. Chairman. One is

that we feel that legislative history, and I am referring to the De-
partment's testimony before the Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee, makes it abundantly clear that we do mean
more than custodial child care for those children of H.R. 1 recipients.
Senator MONDALE. What do you intend as a minimum? Tell me

exactly what you are going to require at these units because I am going
to put in an amendment to make certain that your objectives are
achieved'?
Dr. ZIGLER. The minimum will be determined by the Federal inter-

agency day-care requirements which I have just brought through a
revision, Senator. It has most of the concepts of the Headstart program.
It doesn't include such things as services for pregnant mothers. It is
not as comprehensive as your present bill before the Senate because it
deals with a different age child, primarily 3 to 5, but in terms of the
services to the child, they would be, in my estimation, comprehensive.
Now, to date, I don't think the language of the legislation indicates

that. But, our discussion between HEW and the Department of Labor
have certainly made clear in our tentative agreements that the stand-
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ards we develop will be mandatory before the Department of Labor can
purchase services from a day-care center.
I think perhaps the problem here is that our discussions within the

administration and our determination to handle these primarily by
guidelines, is one approach, whereas another approach would be the
designation and legislation itself.
Mr. KTIRZMAN. May I point out, too, Mr. Chairman, we are speaking

on our proposed legislation about creating a system of standards setting
and of the creation of facilities and trained personnel where that kind
of standard setting is relevant. Our notion is that those resources, once
created, will then be sustained by vendor payments through H.R. 1 and
title IV. We are trying to consolidate these in such a way with a limited
number of sponsors so that that kind of standard setting will be
effective.
We have in mind using these very same facilities for H.R. 1 day care.

That is precisely what we are addressing ourselves to.
Senator MONDALE. It seems to me there is some magic involved here.

If that is what you are after, comprehensive child development care,
the Office of Child Development recently estimated that the cost of such
group day care for children 3 to 5 years old is $2,320, at a desirable
level, and $1,862, at an acceptable level. In other words, it is very ex-
pensive kind of care because it involves the total comprehensive health,
education, emotional, and developmental care.
Based on those estimates many of us, nearly 30 of us, joined together

in a bill which in 4 years will cost $7 billion annually. Now, you are
talking about a startup cost of $700 million and a per capita average
cost of $700. How are you able, if this is truly comprehensive, to make
all these tremendous savings?
Mr. KIJRZMAN. No. 1, we are not talking about $700 million, we are

talking about $1.2 billion.
Senator MONDALE. We are talking about an average expenditure of

$700 a year and a maximum, as II understand it, of $1,600 for a day-
care center child.
Mr. KuRzivrAN. I think it is important that we return to what we

started with here, which is the need to set some priorities. One of our
priorities is to provide day care, but that is not merely custodial day
care. It is more than that.

Senator MONDALE. Tell me what more is it? We have to be very
specific. Does it include cookies at 10 o'clock? Does it include health
care? Does it include quality developmental care? Does it include pre-
natal care? Does it include the health care of the mother? What does it
include? What sort of things are to be required in these centers?
Dr. ZIGLER. As I indicated a moment ago, Mr. Chairman, it cer-

tainly does not include every type of family service and care of the
mother. That would be ideal. On the other hand, it is developmental in
the sense that it includes most of the medical, nutritional and educa-
tional components that we now see in Headstart. Now, the cost of these
programs varies all over the map. The studies keep .coming out and I
have seen figures everywhere from $550 reported in the WESTAT
report all the way up to the $2,300 in the ABT report.
We have done our own analysis to find out what the cost would be at

a custodial level and at a developmental level. Our figures are not as
high as the $2,300 figure. Actually, we come out pretty close to $1,600
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for the developmental type of care of children. What you are talking'about in developmental type day care is the medical and physical well-being of the child, as many as three nutritious meals a day, a strongeducational component, parental involvement, volunteers being em-ployed in the centers and some slight amount of social services for thefamily.
'Senator MONDALE. You estimated $1,600 for that?
Dr. ZIGLER. To be specific, our estimate is $1,594.11.
Senator MONDALE. Senator Randolph?
Senator RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, you understand I have a meetingat 10 o'clock and I have been at an earlier meeting today, but I cameto indicate my general support of the legislation that has been pre-sented and to recognize the effort of the administration throughDr. Zigler and Secretary Kurzman to give their thoughts about, not somuch a bill in opposition to the measure presented by you and your

colleagues—and which I am delighted to cosponsor—but to aid us by
counseling in the formation of what we hope will be effective, realistic
legislation.
I have one question that I would like to direct and it comes from

the experience, perhaps, of the last few days when as our chairman
and other Members of the Congress go into their districts and States
to participate in graduation or commencement exercises, we often have
the opportunity to talk with guidance counselors who are part of our
educational system, not as teachers, but working with pupils and stu-
dents who have particular problems that often need that attitude of
understanding and help which can be given by that guidance counselor.
I want to ask you both, gentlemen, and Mr. Chairman, you might

want to participate, in the case of a child having been born either in
the union that comes through marriage or the child having been born
without a known father, what is the situation as to the aid given to
that mother or to the child in some type of center or home during those
years that you have mentioned? What is the situation?
Dr. ZIGLER. Senator, you are speaking about the very early years

of life?
Senator RANDOLPH. Yes; I am.
Dr. ZIGLER. Very little has been done by anyone in this particular

area for a variety of reasons. One is a hesitation to separate the infant
from the mother for center care. There is still a hot controversy among
equally competent investigators there. However, I share the Senator's
concern about this essential vacuum because I think that it is quite
possible for mothers to receive help in the rearing of their children
and direction in their care in a way that would be quite conducive to
the growth and development of these children. It is for this reason
that OCD will be initiating a program this Fall which I am calling,
home start, which is to do exactly what I think the Senator is sug-
gesting, that is, to get into the home very early, at the mother's request,
to provide the mother with child-rearing information, information
about the health of the child, information about how to avoid acci-
dents with these children and really try to supplement family life
through this kind of education and continuous support of the parent.
I think that the Nation should do much more in this direction. Cer-

tainly, this kind of cost would be fairly minimal and in the estimation
of many of us, quite beneficial with high payoff in terms of the de-
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velopment of the children. I think another thrust in this direction that
we are taking now and that I would like to see in the Nation as a
whole, would be, let's not even wait for the parent to produce the
child.
What we should have in our high schools and our community centers,

are courses in parenting. Why the care of a mother, during pregnancy
is so important, why the prenatal period is so important in the de-
velopment of a child. It seems that in our schools we manage to teach
everything from driver's education to ancient history but we don't,
give adolescents enough help in how to assume one of the most im-
portant roles in our society, namely, that of a parent.
We are moving in that direction at OCD and I would like to see that

become a constant on the social scene. I think that would be a great
help.
Another thing that we are thinking about are television programs,

a kind of a "Sesame Street" for parents. I think that our society is
going to have to move in a number of directions to fill this vacuum
that you are pointing to and OCD is very concerned about it. I think
that if we could do something in this area it would be quite beneficial.
I don't think that what this Nation should do is simply move every

child out of the hands of his parents and into a center. Not only is that
terribly costly but it also is probably not conducive to the optimal
development of every child.
I might add that in some of the new legislative thrust now before

the Congress, including the Mondale-Javits bill and the Brademas-
Reid bill on the House side, and some of our own thinking, I think
one of the positive features of all of these has to do with in-home pro-
grams so that the Nation develops a whole spectrum of aids to mothers.
Senator RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to particularize on

this point. Dr. Zigler and Secretary Kurzman, in one high school
where I had the responsibility of participating in the commencement
exercises, I was met at the airport by the guidance counselor. During
a period of some 30 minutes of driving to the school in question, I was
asking questions about some of the problems.
This guidance counselor said that there would be seven young

women who would be in the commencement class that night who were
then pregnant. She said that number might not be correct, but a num-
ber that she knew from counseling with the girls in question. That
partially caused me to ask this question today because it is estimated,
whether the estimation is correct or not, that there were at least 250,-
000 young women who were being graduated in May and June who
were pregnant in our high schools throughout the country this year.
The guidance counselor said that the young men who were in many

instances the fathers of the children did not come forward and attempt
to be helpful to the young women. Then, the child, of course is born
and goes into the family and in many instances that child has been
born to a girl who is a sophomore or a junior in high school and the
child is with the family while the young woman continues her high
school work and then even after graduation. Guidance counselors, Dr.
Zigler, are very concerned with how best to handle this problem. It
may have been a problem through the years but now it is a problem
they understand more because of the varied conferences that they
have with the girls themselves.
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So, I thought that because of the situation, which is a realistic one,that we best discuss it, Mr. Chairman. What is the responsibility inhelping that child without a known, recognized father? Just what isthe opportunity or responsibility that we have, if we do have a re-sponsibility, in a case of that kind which is multiplied by tens ofthousands? S. 1512, the Comprehensive Child Development bill, in-troduced by the chairman—of which I am honored to be a cosponsor—deals with this point directly. It provides, as I recall, for counselingto parents and prospective parents, as well as prenatal care for theprospective mother, regardless of her income. I think this is a terriblyimportant area in the legislation. What does the administration's ap-proach include in this area? What is your suggestion?
Dr. ZIGLER. You are raising really two issues, Senator, both veryreal issues and real problems. One is the general help we give anymother in raising her own child. The second is the problem that youconfronted on your visit, namely, the typically unwed mother.
Senator RANDOLPH. That is right.
Dr. ZIGLER. Helping her care for her children is one issue that Ispoke to a moment ago. The other issue is how can we help theseyoung girls in their own life to actualize themselves? How can wehelp them to not produce more unwanted children, often? This hasbeen a very large problem and, thankfully, there is a very large groupof social scientists that have been working on this problem for several

years, mostly with financing through the Children's Bureau and other
governmental moneys. They have now developed a number of very
fine, in my opinion, demonstration projects around the country, di-
rected exactly at helping those young, typically unwed mothers to
continue their education, to get the kind of counseling that makes
them self-actualized human beings.
I brought these projects to the attention of the Secretary of HEW,

Secretary Richardson, who is concerned with this particular problem.
We are pushing ahead on it because, as I say, we have a number of
very worthwhile demonstrations that have worked, where the mothers
have gotten a diploma and gotten jobs, and not reproduced more
children that they did not want. They have been very successful. The
problem is that we haven't moved speedily enough to help the coun-
selors in various places around the country, giving them the benefit
of these demonstrations.
We are in the midst of attempting to do that right now. OCD, in

collaboration primarily with the Office of Education is trying to take
these demonstration projects and actually disseminate them, to give
the knowledge of what you actually do, to the counselor in the high
school. That effort has just begun, but I hope that it will bear fruit
in the very near future.

Senator RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to
discuss something that is not discussed too often in hearings but is a
very real problem. Apparently it is not only a continuing problem, but
an expanding problem. So, I remember the guidance counselor, I am
sure a very helpful, understanding person. She said that the situation
had changed even in the past 3 or 4 years. Now the girl having the
child—once in that situation there was an embarrassment, a desire to
withdraw, but that is past. The girl seems, and I just use the termi-
nology of the guidance counselor, not to be embarrassed and comes
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back into the school system and apparently, there is no interruption
for any period of time. So, it is a very real problem and that is why
I brought it to your attention this morning.

Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much, Senator Randolph.
Could you submit for the record a breakdown of your current cost

figures for the different kinds of care, that is, the after school child
care cost as you estimate it for day care services; the developmental
day care services, as you define them, what they will include; and other
costs if we were to add prenatal care and it we were to add quality in-
home services. Please try to give us the best data that you have or
projections that you have on those costs because there does seem to be
some uncertainty.
We earlier received some data from the OCD which I included in my

statement when I introduced this bill on reference, which concluded
that group day care would cost $1,862 at an acceptable level and at a
desirable level of $2,320. There are some figures in there for services for
children in school as well. You might try to provide the figures that
you now have and maybe explain possibly, if they are the same as these,
but do not include the same elements.
Dr. ZIGLER. We would be happy to do that, Mr. Chairman.
( The following was subsequently supplied for the record:)
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE OFFICE OF CHILD
DEVELOPMENT

STANDARDS AND COSTS FOR DAY CARE
Notes
A. This analysis is divided into three parts representing distinct types of day

care situations:
(I) Care in a center for the full day;
(2) Care in a foster home for the full day; and
(3) Care In a center before and after school and during the summer.

There are many possible variations in the use of these three types, but most
commonly, group one is used for children 3-6, group two for children under three
and group three for children of school age (up to 14).
B. Costs 'can vary enormously depending on the areas of the country being

served. For example, Federal agencies report a range of $1,000 to $1,900 for the
same type of program in various parts of the nation. These variations reflect
differences in salary and cost levels as well as differences in the kinds of services
generally available to a child (e.g., the existence or nonexistence of a Medicaid
program). In the analysis most of the costs are based on Head Start experience
with day care programs of the group one type. It should be remembered that
Head Start programs generally have 10-20% of their costs covered by non-
Federal contributions which may or may not be available to Social Security Day
Care.programs.
C. The analysis projects standards at three difffferent levels of quality: (1)

minimum, (2) acceptable and (3) desirable. "Minimum" is defined as the level
essential to maintaining the health and safety of the child, but with relatively
little attention to Ms developmental needs. "Acceptable" is defined to include a
basic program of developmental activities as well as providing minimum cus-
todial care. "Desirable" is defined to include the full range of general and
specialized developmental activities suitable to individualized development. Indi-
vidual experts will differ as to the elements required for each level of quality.
Most experts feel that the disadvantages to children of a "minimum" level pro-
gram far outweight the advantages of having the mother work. Some will feel
that for children from "disadvantaged" homes only the "desirable" level is ap-
propriate. The figures shown represent a consensus among a number of experts
of what would be required at each level of quality.
D. The costs shown are potentially reduceable by the availability of free space

or transportation and by the availability of 'services such as medical care through
other funding sources. 'Fees paid by the parents will also reduCe costs. Under the
Social Security legislation, 25% of the cost is provided through state funds so the
Federal cost in net may be 60-70% of the totals shown.

ATTACHMENTS

Table I.—Comparative Summary and Estimate of National Costs.
Table II.—Day Care in a Center.
Table III—Foster Day Care.
Table IV.—Before and After School and Summer Care.
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ESTIMATE OF COST OF PROVIDING PRE-NATAL CARE UNDER COMPREHENSIVE CHILD
DEVELOPMENT BILL

1. Prenatal care and hospitalization is averaging $450 in the maternity and
infant care projects under Title V, ,Social Security Act.

2. There are an estimated 3,600,000 live births per year. Of this number it is
estimated that 15.3% (550,800) are to women falling below the national poverty
level (01D0) and 32.4% (1,106,400) to women with family incomes below $7,000
per year.

3. 550,800 births times the estimated cost of $450.00 = $247,860,000; 1,166,400
births times the estimated cost of $450.00 = $484,880,000. However, through the
present programs under Maternal and Child Health and Maternity and Infant
Care, approximately $100,000,000 is already being spent with the same population.

Senator MONDALE. All right. What is the average cost of full-time
day care now under title IV? How many children are being provided
day care under title IV now and what is your total expenditure?
Dr. ZIGLER. I have that here, Mr. Chairman. Under title IV—A, we

have approximately 300,000 children this doesn't include the WIN
program, at a cost of approximately $300 million which would be
roughly $1,000 per child. In the WIN program we have 200,000 chil-
dren listed at a cost of $78 million for a total of 200,000 which would
make the oost so low that I can't believe it. The figures that we get
from the State simply are not hard enough.
It could be that one of these children is receiving very little care,

a few hours of babysitting, while the mother goes for medical care
so we just don't have hard figures because the money goes out to the
States and they send these figures back and I, frankly, have very little
confidence in them. Also in many of these you get a great deal of con-
tribution of services and facilities.
(The material subsequently supplied for the record follows:)

COST OF FULL-TIME DAY CARE UNDER TITLE TV-A

The total FY '71 expenditure for child care under Title IV-A Social 'Security
Act has been presented in Insert No. 2. The Title TV-A non-WIN expenditures
were $244,830,000 to serve an estimated 197,479 children, of whom some were
provided with full-day and others with part-day care. We do not have figures
on the percent provided with part-day care and have no basis for estimating
this factor. However, the average cost, given the above figures is $1,240.
As for the Title TV-A WIN expenditures, estimates are that one-third are for

preschool, full-day care and two-thirds are for school-age children before school,
after school or during vacations. Accordingly, we have reduced the figures shown
for WIN in Insert No. 2 to indicate that approximately 40,000 children will
receive full-day care at an estimated cost of $26,000,000 or $650 per year per
child.
The average cost for the combined Title TV-A programs would be $1,140 per

year.

Senator MONDALE. What worries me is if some of those figures are
accurate, what is happening is that the children are just being herded
into custodial centers, parked there While their mothers are working.
They are not receiving quality kinds of developmental assistance,
health care, emotional support, which a healthy child must have and
that is why these figures are substantially less than the minimums
that you have set forth and why we hear so many complaints about it.
Dr. ZIGLER. Senator, the best figures that I have seen have come

from smaller studies. These smaller studies probably have accurate
figures and they do run in the neighborhood of $523 for a full day.
In better centers they do run in the neighborhood of about $700. There
is no question in my mind that when you are paying that kind of
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money you are not buying anything more than custodial care of chil-
dren. That kind of care is not conducive to their growth, there is no
question about that.
I am very much afraid that much of the care that we are paying for

in IV-A is of this quality. I am working with Mr. Twiname to see
what we can do about upgrading the quality of this day care in IV-A.
I do think it is not adequate. In fact, I think in many instances we are
paying for service that is harmful to children. I think that this ad-
ministration would like to do something about that. Let me again point
out that it is not this kind of care of children which is envisioned by
the administration in respect to the family assistance plan.
Senator MONDALE. You see that is what I want to be sure we accom-

plish, that we build into the legislation guarantees that there would
be quality developmental child care. As your comment reflects, it is
entirely possible if we don't that we will see more of the same and
these children will in many ways be more damaged than if their
parents were home.
I think that the legislation, with all due respect to your testimony,

does not provide any adequate guarantees in H.R. 1. As a matter of
fact, everything in it smells of concern almost exclusively of getting
the mother out of the house and working and what happens to the
children is really not, in my opinion, focused on at all.
Would you support an amendment in which we spelled out clearly

and precisely the minimum requirements of child development in H.R.
1? Would we have your support if we did that?
Mr. KITRZMAN. May I back up, Mr. Chairman, and say I couldn't

disagree more about what our thrust is here. Our thrust is definitely to
reach the target population first and with priority those children of
working parents who are to be assisted under the welfare reform pro-
posal. That is our purpose.
Senator MONDALE. Would you object, then, to an amendment which

spells it out very clearly? If that is what you are after, maybe we can
help you with an amendment that spells out the minimum develop-
mental needs.
Mr. KITRZMAN. We are talking about legislation which would provide

the basis for the standards setting for day care supported by all sources
of Federal funding. We have a set of specifications for that kind of day
care. We have interagency Federal standards which are in the process
of revision that Dr. Zigler has talked about. Those standards are being
used for Headstart now. They provide for more than custodial care,
but they are not ideal. Dr. Zigler has said that they can't be. We haven't
got the resources to do the whole job with all the children that we
would like to serve.
Senator MONDALE. You have 5,000 unemployed teachers and educa-

tion majors in Minnesota graduating each year from colleges and
universities.
Mr. KITRZMAN. What we are trying to do is to reach first, those chil-

dren of working parents and secondly, to the extent that budgetary
resources permit, to reach with Federal funding other children, regard-
less of the work status of their parents, with the priority, of course, on
economically disadvantaged children and on preschool children.

Senator MONDALE. Let me just say that I am very skeptical, to put it
mildly, that H.R. 1 is going to result in comprehensive child develop-
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ment care. Very skeptical. If what you say is what you are after, why
don't we spell it out in the legislation? If we try to, will we have your
support?
Mr. KURZMAN. We are talking about spelling it out in legislation,

Senator, right in this legislation that we are proposing here.
Senator ?MONDALE. You mean, minimum comprehensive day care?
Mr. KURZMAN. That is right, according to the standards which we

have already been adhering to and promulgated and propose to pro-
mulgate in a revised version, for all the day care centers.
Senator MONDALE. We just heard that the average per capita ex-

penditure is $1,000, which is less than is necessary to provide compre-
hensive care and that under the WIN program it worked out to
something like $800.
Mr. KURZMAN. Yes, sir; but when you are talking about those fig-

ures, you are talking about full-time, part-time and in-home settings.
They are all different.
Senator MONDALE. Are you testifying that under title IV there is

comprehensive day care now?
Mr. KURZMAN. No, sir.
Senator MONDALE. What are you saying, then?
Mr. KURZMAN. Dr. Zigler has already testified about what we would

like to do-
Senator MONDALE. The longer you testify the more paranoid I get.

Do you have some regulations?
Mr. KURZMAN. We have, yes, sir.
Senator MONDALE. Some minimum requirements?
Mr. KURZMAN. "Federal Interagency Requirements for Day Care."
Senator MONDALE. Could we have those for the record?
Mr. KURZMAN. Yes, indeed. In fact we are going to give you the re-

vised version which is out for comment now as part of the answer to
the question you asked Dr. Zigler before as to what the standards are
that we would apply.
(The information referred to, subsequently supplied, follows:)
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The Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements have been
approved by Wilbur J. Cohen, Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, and Bertrand M. Harding, Acting Director,
Office of Economic Opportunity, with the concurrence of
Willard Wirtz, Secretary of Labor.

The Requirements will be supplemented from time to time
by Interagency Recommendations issued through the Federal
Panel on Early Childhood. This interdepartmental panel
consists of representatives of the Department of Agricul-
ture; the Department of Housing and Urban Development;
the Department of Labor, including the Women's Bureau and
the Manpower Administration; the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity; and the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, including the Assistant Secretary for Health
and Scientific Affairs, the Health Services and Mental
Health Administration, the National Institutes of Health,
the Office of Education, the Social and Rehabilitation
Service, the Children's Bureau, and the Assistance Pay-
ments Administration.

The Panel is responsible for revising Standards from time
to time and for issuing interpretations of the Standards
whenever required. Questions on the Standards should
initially be addressed to that Federal agency with which
an organization normally conducts its business. Any
organization not associated with a particular Federal
agency listed above may address questions to the Federal
Panel on Early Childhood, c/o the Children's Bureau, Social
and Rehabilitation Service, Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 20201.

; 61  oviviz
dule M. Sugarman, Chairman
Federal Panel on Early Childhood
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PREFACE

Day care is a service for the child, the family, and the com-
munity and is based on the demonstrated needs of children and their
families. It depends for its efficacy on the commitment, the skill,
and the spirit with which it is provided.

Day care services supplement parental care by providing for the
care and protection of children who must be outside of their own homes
for a substantial portion of a 24-hour day. These services may be pro-
vided when parents are employed, are in training programs, or, for
other reasons, need these services for their children.

Day care services should be developed and carried out as part of
a comprehensive community plan designed to promote and maintain a stable
family environment for children. Day care can serve most effectively
and appropriately as a supplement to care in the child's own family
when other services support family care, such as homemaker service.
Only then can the plan of care for a child be based on what is best for
him and his particular family. Communities planning coordinated child
care programs need to develop a wide range of services, including, but
not limited to, day care services.

iv
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DEFINITIONS

DAY CARE SERVICES -- comprehensive and coordinated sets of activities
providing direct care and protection of infants, preschool and
school-age children outside of their own homes during a portion
of a 24-hour day.1/ Comprehensive services include, but are not
limited to, educational, social, health, and nutritional services
and parent participation. Such services require provision of sup-
porting activities including administration, coordination, admis-
sions, training, and evaluation.

ADMINISTERING AGENCY -- any agency which either directly or indirectly

receives Federal funds for day care services subject to the Federal

Interagency Day Care Standards and which has ultimate responsibility

for the conduct of such a program. Administering agencies may
receive Federal funds through a State agency or directly from the

Federal Government. There may be more than one administering

agency in a single community.

OPERATING AGENCY -- an agency directly providing day care services with
funding from an administering agency. In some cases, the administer-
ing and operating agencies may be the same, e.g., public welfare
departments or community action agencies which directly operate
programs. Portions of the required services may be performed by
the administering agency.

DAY CARE FACILITY -- the place where day care services are provided to
children, e.g., family day care homes, group day care homes, and
day care centers. Facilities do not necessarily provide the full
range of day care services. Certain services may be provided by
the administering or operating agency.

1/ The Office of Economic Opportunity uses 7 hours as the minimum time
period for its preschool day care programs; however, most of the Standards

in this document are also applicable to part-day Head Start programs.
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STANDARDS -- Standards consist of both Interagency Requirements and

Recommendations. The Requirements only are presented in this

document; the Recommendations will be issued separately.

Interagency Requirements -- a mandatory policy which is applicable

to all programs and facilities funded in whole or in part through

Federal appropriations.

Interagency Recommendations -- an optional policy based on what

is known or generally held to be valid for child growth and

development which is recommended by the Federal agencies and

which administering agencies should strive to achieve.
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FEDERAL INTERAGENCY

DAY CARE REQUIREMENTS

INTRODUCTION

The legislative mandates of the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1967 require that the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare and
the Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity coordinate programs
under their jurisdictions which provide day care so as to obtain, if pos-
sible, a common set of program Standards and regulations and to estab-
lish mechanisms for coordination at State and local levels. The 5ecretary
of Labor has joined with the Director of the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity and the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare in approving
these Standards. Accordingly, this document sets forth Federal Inter-
agency Requirements which day care programs must meet if they are
receiving funds under any of the following programs:

Title IV of the Social Security Act

Part A--Aid to Families With Dependent Children

Part B--Child Welfare Services

Title I of the Economic Opportunity Act--Youth Programs

Title II of the Economic Opportunity Act--Urban and Rural
Community Action Programs

Title III of the Economic Opportunity Act

Part B--Assistance for Migrant, and other Seasonally
Employed, Farmworkers and Their Families (These Federal

Interagency Requirements will not apply in full to
migrant programs until July 1, 1969.)

Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act

Part B--Day Care 'Projects
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Manpower Development and Training Act

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(Programs funded under this title may be subject to these
Requirements at the discretion of the State and local
education agencies administering these funds.)

These Requirements will be supplemented by a series of Federal Inter-
agency Recommendations which are not mandatory but represent highly
desirable objectives. The Requirements and Recommendations taken
together constitute the Federal Interagency Day Care Standards.

As a condition for Federal funding, agencies administering day
care programs must assure that the Requirements are met in all facilities
which the agencies establish, operate, or utilize with Federal support.
If a facility does not provide all of the required services, the adminis-
tering agency must assure that those that are lacking are otherwise
provided.

Administering agencies must develop specific requirements and
procedures within the framework of the Federal Interagency Requirements

and Recommendations to maintain, extend, and improve their day care ser-
vices. Additional standards developed locally may be higher than the

Federal Requirements and must be at least equal to those required for
licensing or approval as meeting the standards established for such
licensing. Under no circumstances, may they be lower. It is the intent

of the Federal Government to raise and never to lower the level of day
care services in any State.

The Interagency Requirements will be utilized by Federal agencies

in the evaluation of operating programs.

Application of Requirements 

These Requirements cover all day care programs and facilities

utilized by the administering agencies which receive Federal funds,

whether these facilities are operated directly by the administering agen-

cies or whether contracted to other agencies. Such programs and facilities

must also be licensed or meet the standards of licensing applicable in

the State. Day care may be provided:

In a day care facility operated by the administering agency.

In a day care facility operated by a public, voluntary, or

proprietary organization which enters into a contract to

accept children from the administering agency and to provide

2
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care for them under the latter's policies. (The operating
organization may also serve children who are not supported
by the administering agency.)

Through some other contractual or other arrangegent, in
cluding the use of an intermediary organization designed to
provide coordinated day care services, or the use of facil-
ities provided by employers, labor unions, or joint employer-
union organizations.

Through the purchase of care by an individual receiving aid
to families with dependent children or child welfare services
funds for the service.

Waiver of Requirements 

Requirements can be waived when the administering agency can show
that the requested waiver may advance innovation and experimentation and
extend services without loss of quality in the facility. Waivers must be
consistent with the provisions of law. Requests for waivers should be
addressed to the regional office of the Federal agency which is providing
the funds. Requirements of the licensing authority in a State cannot be
waived by the Federal regional office.

Effective Date of Requirements 

The Requirements apply to all day care programs initially funded
and to those refunded after July 1, 1968. Administering agencies are
expected to immediately initiate planning and action to achieve full
compliance within a reasonable time. Except where noted, up to 1 year
may be allowed for compliance provided there is evidence of progress and
good intent to comply.

Enforcement of Requirements 

The basic responsibility for enforcement of the Requirements lies
with the administering agency. Acceptance of Federal funds is an agree-
ment to abide by the Requirements. State agencies are expected to review
programs and facilities at the local level for which they have responsi-
bility and make sure that the Requirements are met. Noncompliance may
be grounds for suspension or termination of Federal funds.

The Federal agencies acting in concert will also plan to review
the operation of selected facilities.

3
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COMPREHENSIVE AND COORDINATED SERVICES

The material which follows is, for convenience, arranged accord-
ing to certain categories of activities or service. Day care works
well, however, only when there is a unity to the program. The educator
must be concerned with health matters, the nurse with social service
activities, and the parent coordinator with helping professionals. Pro-
gram design must take into account these complex interrelationships.

I. DAY CARE FACILITIES

A. Types of Facilities

It is expected that a community program of day care services
will require more than one type of day care facility if the
particular needs of each child and his parents are to be taken
into consideration. Listed below are the three major types of
day care facilities to which the Federal Requirements apply.
They are defined in terms of the nature of care offered. While
it is preferable that the three types of facilities be available,
this is not a Requirement.

1. The family day care home serves only as many children
as it can integrate into its own physical setting and
pattern of living. It is especially suitable for
infants, toddlers, and sibling groups and for neigh-
borhood-based day care programs, including those for
children needing after-school care. A family day care
home may serve no more than six children (3 through 14)
in total (no more than five when the age range is infancy
through 6), including the family day care mother's own
children.

2. The group day care home offers family-like care, usually
to school-age children, in an extended or modified family
residence. It utilizes one or several employees and
provides care for up to 12 children. It is suitable for
children who need before- and after-school care, who do

4



804

not require a great deal of mothering or individual care,
and who can profit from considerable association with
their peers.

3. The day care center serves groups of 12 or more children.
It utilizes subgroupings on the basis of age and special
need but provides opportunity for the experience and learn-
ing that accompanies a mixing of ages. Day care centers
should not accept children under 3 years of age unless
the care available approximates the mothering in the
family home. Centers do not usually attempt to simulate
family living. Centers may be established in a variety
of places: private dwellings, settlement houses, schools,
churches, social centers, public housing units, specially
constructed facilities, etc.

B. Grouping of Children

Interagency Requirements 

The administering agency, after determining the kind of
facility to be used, must ensure that the following limits
on size of groups and child-to-adult ratios are observed.
All new facilities must meet the requirements prior to
Federal funding. Existing programs may be granted up to
3 years to meet this requirement, if evidence of progress
and good intent is shown.

1. Family day care home 1/

a. Infancy through 6 years. No more than
two children under 2 and no more than

1/ In the use of a family day care home, there must always be provision
for another adult on whom the family day care mother can call in case of

an emergency or illness.

There are circumstances where it would be necessary to have on a regular

basis two adults in a family day care home; for example, if one or more

of the children were retarded, emotionally disturbed, or handicapped

and needed more than usual care.

The use of volunteers is very appropriate in family day care. Volunteers

may include older children who are often very successful in working with

younger children when under adequate supervision.

5
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a

five in total, including the family day care
mother's own children under 14 years old.

b. Three through 14 years. No more than six
children, including the family day care
mother's children under 14 years old.

2. Group day care home 2/

a. Three through 14 years. Groups may range up
to 12 children but the child-staff ratio
never exceeds 6 to 1. No child under 3
should be in this type of care. When pre-
school children are cared for, the child-staff
ratio should not exceed 5 to 1.

3. Day care center 3/

a. Three to 4 years. No more than 15 in a group
with an adult and sufficient assistants, supple-
mented by volunteers, so that the total ratio of
children to adults is normally not greater than
5 to 1.

2/ Volunteers and aides may be used to assist the adult responsible
for the group. Teenagers are often highly successful in working with
younger children, but caution should be exercised in giving them
supervisory responsibility over their peers.

As in family day care, provision must be made for other adults to be
called in case of an emergency or illness.

3/ The adult is directly responsible for supervising the daily program
for the children in her group and the work of the assistants and volun-
teers assigned to her. She also works directly with the children and
their parents, giving as much individual attention as possible.

Volunteers may be used to supplement the paid staff responsible for
the group. They may include older children who are often highly
successful in working with younger children. Caution should be exercised
in assigning teenagers supervisory responsibility over their peers.

6
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b. Four to 6 years. No more than 20 in a group

with an adult and sufficient assistants, supple-

mented by volunteers, so that the total ratio of

children to adults is normally not greater than

7 to 1.

Six through 14 years. No more than 25 in a

group with an adult and sufficient assistants,

supplemented by volunteers, so that the total

ratio of children to adults is normally not

greater than 10 to 1.

Federal Interagency Requirements have not been set for center

care of children under 3 years of age. If programs offer

center care for children younger than 3, State licensing regula-

tions and requirements must be met. Center care for children

under 3 cannot be offered if the State authority has not estab-

lished acceptable standards for such care.

C. Licensing or Approval of Facilities as Meeting the Standards

for Such Licensing

Interagency Requirements 

Day care facilities (i.e., family day care homes, group day

care homes, and day care centers) must be licensed or approved

as meeting the standards for such licensing. If the State

licensing law does not fully cover the licensing of these

facilities, acceptable standards must be developed by the

licensing authority or the State welfare department and each

facility must meet these standards if they are to receive

Federal funds.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS

A. Location of Day Care Facilities

Interagency Requirements 

1. Members of low-income or other groups in the population

and geographic areas who (a) are eligible under the regula-

tions of the funding agency and (b) have the greatest

relative need must be given priority in the provision of

day care services.

7
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2. In establishing or utilizing a day care facility, all

the following factors must be taken into consideration: 4/

a. Travel time for both the children and their parents.

b. Convenience to the home or work site of parents to

enable them to participate in the program.

c. Provision of equal opportunities for people of all

racial, cultural, and economic groups to make use of

the facility.

d. Accessibility of other resources which enhance the

day care program.

e. Opportunities for involvement of the parents and

the neighborhood.

3. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that serv-

ices in programs receiving Federal funds are used and

available without discrimination on the basis of race, color,

or national origin.

B. Safety and Sanitation

Interagency Requirements 

1. The facility and grounds used by the children must meet the

requirements of the appropriate safety and sanitation

authorities.

2. Where safety and sanitation codes applicable to family day

care homes, group day care homes, or day care centers do

not exist or are not being implemented, the operating agency

or the administering agency must work with the appropriate

safety and sanitation authorities to secure technical

advice which will enable them to provide adequate safeguards.

4/ No universal requirements can be established to govern every local

situation. There must, however, be consideration of each of these factors

in light of the overall objectives of the day care program and the legal

requirements which exist, such as title VI of the Civil Rights Act of

1964 and title IV, part B, of the Social Security Act.

8
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C. Suitability of Facilities

Interagency Requirements 

1. Each facility must provide space and equipment for free
play, rest, privacy, and a range of indoor and outdoor
program activities suited to the children's ages and the
size of the group. There must be provisions for meeting
the particular needs of those handicapped children enrolled
in the program. Minimum requirements include:

a. Adequate indoor and outdoor space for children,
appropriate to their ages, with separate rooms
or areas for cooking, toilets, and other purposes.

b. Floors and walls which can be fully cleaned and
maintained and which are nonhazardous to the
children's clothes and health.

c. Ventilation and temperature adequate for each child's
safety and comfort.

d. Safe and comfortable arrangements for naps for
young children.

e. Space for isolation of the child who becomes ill,
to provide him with quiet and rest and reduce the
risk of infection or contagion to others.

III. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

Interagency Requirements 

1. Educational opportunities must be provided every child.
Such opportunities should be appropriate to the child's
age regardless of the type of facility in which he is
enrolled, i.e., family day care home, group day care
home, or day care center.

2. Educational activities must be under the supervision and
direction of a staff member trained or experienced in
child growth and development. Such supervision may be
provided from a central point for day care homes.

9
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3. The persons providing direct care for children in the
facility must have had training or demonstrated ability
in working with children.

4. Each facility must have toys, games, equipment and material,
books, etc., for educational development and creative expres-
sion appropriate to the particular type of facility and age
level of the children.

5. The daily activities for each child in the facility must
be designed to influence a positive concept of self and
motivation and to enhance his social, cognitive, and com-
munication skills. 5/

IV. SOCIAL SERVICES

Interagency Requirements 

1. Provision must be made for social services which are
under the supervision of a staff member trained or
experienced in the field. Services may be provided in
the facility or by the administering or operating agency.

2. Nonprofessionals must be used in productive roles to
provide social services.

3. Counseling and guidance must be available to the family
to help it determine the appropriateness of day care, the

best facility for a particular child, and the possibility

5/ For school-age children, it is desirable that the policies at the day
care facility be flexible enough to allow the children to go and come
from the day care facility in accordance with their ability to become
independent and to accept appropriate responsibility. School-age chil-
dren also must have opportunities to take part in activities away from
the day care facility and to choose their own friends.

The day care staff must keep in mind that for school-age children the
school is providing the formal educational component. The day care staff
are more nearly "parent supplements." They have responsibility, however,
to supervise homework and broaden the children's educational, cultural,
and recreational horizons.

10
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of alternative plans for care. The staff must also develop
effective programs of referral to additional resources
which meet family needs.

4. Continuing assessment must be made with the parents of the
child's adjustment in the day care program and of the family
situation.

5. There must be procedures for coordination and cooperation
with other organizations offering those resources which
may be required by the child and his family.

6. Where permitted by Federal agencies providing funds, pro-
vision should be made for an objective system to determine
the ability of families to pay for part or all of the cost
of day care and for payment.

V. HEALTH AND NUTRITION SERVICES

Interagency Requirements 

1. The operating or administering agency must assure that the
health of the children and the safety of the environment
are supervised by a qualified physician. 6/

2. Each child must receive dental, medical, and other health
evaluations appropriate to his age upon entering day care
and subsequently at intervals appropriate to his age and
state of health. 7/

3. Arrangements must be made for medical and dental care and
other health related treatment for each child using existing

6/ While nurses or others with appropriate training and experience may
plan and supervise the health aspects of a day care program, the total
plan should be reviewed by a pediatrician or a physician especially
interested in child health. Ideally, such a physician should participate
in planning the total day care program and should be continuously involved
as the program is carried out. Consultation on technical safety and
environmental matters may be provided by other specialists. Individual
health evaluations and medical and dental care should be carried out
only by highly qualified physicians and dentists.

7/ If the child entering day care has not recently had a comprehensive
health evaluation by a physician, this should be provided promptly after
he enters a day care program.

11
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community resources. In the absence of other financial
resources, the operating or administering agency must
provide, whenever authorized by law, such treatment with
its own funds. 8/

4. The facility must provide a daily evaluation of each
child for indications of illness.

5. The administering or operating agency must ensure that
each child has available to him all immunizations appro-
priate to his age.

6. Advance arrangements must be made for the care of a child
who is injured or becomes ill, including isolation if neces-
sary, notification of his parents, and provisions for
emergency medical care or first aid.

7. The facility must provide adequate and nutritious meals
and snacks prepared in a safe and sanitary manner. Con-
sulation should be available from a qualified nutritionist
or food service specialist.

8. All staff members of the facility must be aware of the hazards
of infection and accidents and how they can minimize such
hazards.

8/ Because day care is designed to supplement parental care and strengthen
families, the agency should help parents to plan and carry out a program
for medical and dental care for the children. Agencies should not make
the arrangements unless the parents are unable to do so. The agency
should help to find funds and services and help parents to make use of
these resources. Such help may include making appointments; obtaining
transportation; giving reminders and checking to be sure appointments
are kept, prescriptions filled, medication and treatments administered.
Educational programs and social services should be available to help
families carry out health plans.

The day care agency, however, in those instances where the Federal funds
are legally available to be expended for health services, has the ultimate
responsibility of ensuring that no child is denied health services because
his parents are unable to carry out an adequate health plan. Aid to
families with dependent children and child welfare services funds are not
legally available for health care, but States are encouraged to use
Medicaid funds whenever possible.

12
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9. Staff of the facility and volunteers must have periodic
assessments of their physical and mental competence to
care for children. 9/

10. The operating or administering agency must ensure that
adequate health records are maintained on every child and
every staff member who has contact with children.

VI. TRAINING OF STAFF

Interagency Requirements 

1. The operating or administering agency must provide or
arrange for the provision of orientation, continuous
inservice training, and supervision for all staff involved
in a day care program -- professionals, nonprofessionals, and
volunteers -- in general program goals as well as specific
program areas; i.e., nutrition, health, child growth and
development, including the meaning of supplementary care to
the child, educational guidance and remedial techniques,
and the relation of the community to the child. 10/

2. Staff must be assigned responsibility for organizing and
coordinating the training program. 11/

9/ Tuberculin tests or chest X-rays should ensure that all persons havingcontact with the children are free of tuberculosis. Physical and mental
competence are better assured by regular visiting and supervision by
competent supervisors than by routine medical tests or examinations.

10/ Special techniques for training of day care mothers in family day
care homes may need to be developed. One example of such technique is
the use of a "roving trainer" who would have responsibility for working
on a continuous basis with several day care mothers in their own homes.
Volunteers could also be used as substitutes in family day care homes to
allow day care mothers to participate in group training sessions at other
locations.

11/ Persons from colleges and universities, public schools, voluntary
organizations, professional groups, government agencies, and similar
organizations can offer valuable contributions to the total training
program.

13
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3. Nonprofessional staff must be given career progression oppor-
tunities which include job upgrading and work related train-
ing and education.

VII. PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Interagency Requirements 

1. Opportunities must be provided parents at times convenient
to them to work with the program and, whenever possible,
observe their children in the day care facility.

2. Parents must have the opportunity to become involved them-

selves in the making of decisions concerning the nature
and operation of the day care facility.

3. Whenever an agency (i.e., an operating or an administering
agency) provides day care for 40 or more children, there

must be a policy advisory committee or its equivalent at

that administrative level where most decisions are made. 12/

The committee membership should include not less than 50

percent parents or parent representatives, selected by the

parents themselves in a democratic fashion. Other members

should include representatives of professional organizations

or individuals who have particular knowledge or skills in

children's and family programs.

4. Policy advisory committees 13/ must perform productive

functions, including, but not limited, to:

a. Assisting in the development of the programs and
approving applications for funding.

12/ That level where decisions are made on the kinds of programs to be
operated, the hiring of staff, the budgeting of funds, and the submission
of applications to funding agencies.

13/ Policy advisory committees, the structure providing a formal means for
involving parents in decisions about the program, will vary depending upon
the administering agencies and facilities involved.

14
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b. Participating in the nomination and selection of theprogram director at the operating and/or administeringlevel.

c. Advising on the recruitment and selection of staffand volunteers.

d. Initiating suggestions and ideas for program improve-ments.

e. Serving as a channel for hearing complaints on
the program.

f. Assisting in organizing activities for parents.

g. Assuming a degree of responsibility for communi-
cating with parents and encouraging their participa-
tion in the program.

VIII. ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION

A. Administration 14/

Interagency Requirements 

1. The personnel policies of the operating agency must begoverned by written policies which provide for job
descriptions, qualification requirements, objective
review of grievances and complaints, a sound compen-
sation plan, and statements of employee benefits and
responsibilities.

2. The methods of recruiting and selecting personnel must
ensure equal opportunity for all interested persons to
file an application and have it considered within
reasonable criteria. By no later than July 1, 1969, themethods for recruitment and selection must provide for
the effective use of nonprofessional positions and for
priority in employment to welfare recipients and otherlow-income people filling those positions.

14/ Where the administering agency contracts for services with privateindividuals or proprietary organizations, it must include contractualrequirements designed to achieve the objectives of this section.

15
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3. The staffing pattern of the facility, reinforced by the

staffing pattern of the operating and administering agency

must be in reasonable accord with the staffing patterns

outlined in the Head Start Manual of Policies and Instruc-

tions 15/ and/or recommended standards developed by national

standard-setting organizations.

4. In providing day care through purchase of care arrangements

or through use of intermediary organizations, the administer-

ing agency should allow waivers by the operating agency

only with respect to such administrative matters and pro-

cedures as are related to their other functions as profit-

making or private nonprofit organizations; provided, that

in order for substantial Federal funds to be used, such

organizations must include provisions for parent participa-

tion and opportunities for employment of low-income persons.

Similarly, there must be arrangements to provide the total

range of required services. All waivers must be consistent

with law.

5. The operating or administering agency must provide for the

development and publication of policies and procedures

governing:

a. Required program services (i.e., health, education,

social services, nutrition, parent participation, etc.)

and their integration within the total program.

b. Intake, including eligibility for care and services,

and assurance that the program reaches those who need

it.

c. Financing, including fees, expenditures, budgeting,

and procedures needed to coordinate or combine funding

within and/or between day care programs.

d. Relations with the community, including a system of

providing education about the program.

15/ HEAD START CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM: A Manual of Policies and Instruc-

tions. Office of Economic Opportunity, Community Action Program, Washington

D.C. 20506. September 1967.
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e. Continuous evaluation, improvement, and development of
the program for quality of service and for the expansion
of its usefulness.

f. Recording and reporting of information required by
State and Federal agencies.

6. The administering and operating agencies and all facilities
used by them must comply with title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, which requires that services in programs
receiving Federal funds are used and available without
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national
origin.

B. COORDINATION

Interagency Requirements 

1. Administering agencies must coordinate their program planning
to avoid duplication in service and to promote continuity
in the care and service for each child.

2. State administering agencies have a responsibility to develop
procedures which will facilitate coordination with other
State agencies and with local agencies using Federal funds.

3. Agencies which operate more than one type of program, e.g.,
a group day care home as well as day care center program,
are encouraged to share appropriate personnel and resources
to gain maximum productivity and efficiency of operation.

IX. EVALUATION

Interagency Requirements 

1. Day care facilities must be periodically evaluated in terms
of the Federal Interagency Day Care Standards.

2. Local operators must evaluate their own program activities
according to outlines, forms, etc., provided by the operating
and administering agencies. This self-evaluation must be
periodically planned and scheduled so that results of evalu-
ation can be incorporated into the preparation of the suc-
ceeding year's plan.

17
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FEDERAL DAY CARE REQUIREMENTS 

I. Introduction

We live in a rapidly changing world. More mothers enter the labor market
every day. More and more families seek help in making arrangements for
care of their children while they must be away. For these and a variety
of other reasons, an increasing number of people neea day care services
in their community.

Realizing this urgent need for day care, communities throughout the
Nation are beginning to set up programs which will insure for children
the growing and learning conditions essential to a happy, healthy, and
secure childhood. State and local public and private agencies, organi-
zations and groups, individuals acting together in cooperative efforts
or acting alone, industries and labor organizations are all vitally
concerned and involved in establishing and operating day care programs.
The federal government through a variety of different federal programs,
shares a partnership role with communities by providing needed funds
and technical help, and by sponsoring research and demonstration efforts
aimed at improving our knowledge of how better to help children and
families through day care services.

The purpose of this manual is to set forth requirements which day care
programs must meet if they are receiving federal funds, either (1) directly
through a grant or contract with the federal government or by way of reim-
bursement of expenditures, or (2) indirectly through a grant or contract
with an agency acting as administrator of federal funds in the area, by
way of reimbursement through a vendor payment made by the administering
agency, or by way of a voucher given to the child's parent(s) by the
administering agency.

Administering agencies may develop specific requirements and procedures
within the framework of the Federal Day Care Requirements. However, such
requirements must be equal to the federal requirements in terms of the
program quality level required, but may provide for a higher quality level.

As a condition for federal funding, agencies administering day care pro-
grams must assure that the requirements are met in all programs or facili-
ties which the agencies establish, operate, or utilize with federal support.
Administering agencies are expected to review operating programs and
facilities for which they directly or indirectly have responsibility and
to assure that the federal requirements are met. Noncompliance may be
grounds for suspension or termination of funds.

3
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The requirements will also be utilized by federal agencies in the evalua-

tion of administering and operating programs. However, the agency which
receives federal funds directly from the federal government will be held
accountable.

The manual has been designed, not only as a means for delineating federal
requirements, but also to aid in interpreting why each requirement is

made, and to provide ideas regarding how the requirement may be met. The
format used, therefore, is as follows:

1. Bold Type Statement of the Requirement

2. The Reason for the Requirement

3. Helpful Ideas for Meeting the Requirement

For the purposes of this manual, day care is defined as the care of a child

on a regular basis by someone other than the child's parent(s), for any
part of the 24 hour day. It is recognized that a variety of different
definitions appear in federal and State legislation, particularly in
laws relating to day care licensing. However, basic to all definitions
is the principle purpose for which the child participates - to receive
care and protection while the child's parent(s) must be away.

Day care programs, because of the developmental services and experiences
they offer for children, are often used as a service resource to meet the

special needs of children needing peer group experiences, of children
with emotional problems who can benefit from peer experiences, and for
children whose parents need relief from the stresses of child rearing.
Certainly, many other reasons can be given as to why and how day care
can serve to meet needs of children and their families. All such uses

of a day care service are appropriate and encouraged. For, after all,
any service program should be used in any creative way imaginable if the
end result is to help a human to live a happier, and more useful life. No
regulation, federal or State, should stand in the way of this goal.

4
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Definitions

Day Care Services / Program

Comprehensive and coordinated sets of activities providing for
care, protection and development of infants, preschool and
school-age children on a regular basis during any portion of
a 24 hour day. Comprehensive services include, but are not
limited to, educational, social, health, and nutritional services
and parent participation activities. Such services require pro-
vision of supporting activities including administration, coordina-
tion, admissions, training, and evaluation.

A day care program congitutes a particular set of day care services.

Administering Agency 

Any agency, public or private, which receives federal funds directly
through a grant from, or contract with, the federal government, or
by way of reimbursement of expenditures, and which is directly 
responsible to the federal government for use of the funds. The
usual administering agencies under the present federal programs
to which these requirements apply are as follows:

federal Program Administering Agency 

Title IV, Social Security Act State/local public welfare agency

Title I, Economic Opportuniy Act
Youth Program the Contracting Agency

Title II, Economic Opportunity Act Community Action Agency or Single
purpose agency grantee

Title III, Part B, Economic
Opportunity Act (Assistance to
Migrant, and other Seasonally
Employed Farmworkers and their
Families)

the Grantee agency

Title V, Part B, Ecnomic Oppor- the Grantee agency
tunity Act - Day Care Projects

Manpower Development and Training State Employment Service and Local
Act Grantees

Title I, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (Program funded
under this Title may be subject
to these requirements at the
discretion of the State and
local education agencies)

5
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Operating Agency

Any agency, public or private, which receives federal funds dircatly
(as an administering agancy), or indirectly through a grant or contract
with an agency acting as administrator of federal funds in the area,
by way of reimbursement through a vendor payment made by the administering
agency or by way of a voucher given to the child's parent(s) by the
administering agency for day care services provided for the child and
his family. The operating agency is the actual provider of the day care 
service. Such service providers may include an individual caring for a
child in a private home, the owner/operator of a proprietary day care
center, a private non-profit agency operating a family day care home
program or day care center, or a community-wide public or private agency
designated to act for a group of individual operators.

Day Care Facility

The actual place where a day care program is provided for children which
may be a private home, a specifically constructed day care center, a mobile
unit or an area of another building, such as a church, school, apartment,
or office building, specifically used for day care.

In-Home Day Care

Day care services which are provided in the home of the children by someone
other than the child's own parent(s). Suchcare may be provided by a
relative, a friend, a neighbor, or someone employed to come into the home
to care for the children). These Requirements only apply to such care
when the caretaker is being paid directly or indirectly through use of
federal funds. Often, in-home day care may be provided by an agency as
a Program, with caretakers recruited, trained and supervised by the
agency and placed in a child's home at the request ,of the, parent(s).

In-home care is suitable for any child. However, it may be the preferred
choice for children who are handicapped and cannot participate in outside-
the-home programs, for children who require care during the nighttime or
swing shift hours, or for children who live a far distance from any other
day care program.

Family Day Care Home

The private home of a person who takes care of children. Such care may be
provided by a relative, friend, neighbor, or someone who provides care for
children as a business. These Requirements only apply when the caretaker
is being paid directly or indirectly through use of federal funds. A
family day care home may be operated independently, or as part of an agency
Program, with caretakers recruited, trained and supervised by the agency.
The agency arranges for placement of children in the home.

6
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Family day care is suita,ble for any child. However, it may be the pre-
ferred choice for infants, toddlers, and sibling groups and for neigh-
borhood-based arrangements. Family day care homes are especially
suitable for children needing after-school care. A home-like atmosphere
is essential to a family day care home. Therefore, only as many children
including those of the caretaker, as can be integrated into the caretaker's
family living pattern should be served; the maximum number is usually 6
children. (See sec.-.4[II E,)

Group Day Care Home

An extended or modified family residence usually having a section of the
residence especially reserved for day care activities. One or several •
employees working under the direction of the principle caretaker assist
in the day care activities.

A group day care home arrangement may be the preferred choice for children
who need after-school care and who can profit from .association with their
peers, but need a neighborhood-based arrangement. Group day care homes
are usually limited to the care of 12 children. (See sec. III E )

Day Care Center 

A specifically designated day care facility which may be in a converted
private dwelling, a settlement house, a school, a church, a public
housing comolex, or in a specially constructed building. A day care
center is.usuany staffed with a variety of people, depending upon the
size of the center and the services provided.

A day care center arrangement may be preferred for‘any child between ages
3 and 6 years. However, it is also suitable for school-age children and
for children under age 3, when certain provisions are made to meet the
particular needs of these children (See sec. T/I E ). Day care centers
usually serve more than 12 children.

7
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PROGRAM STANDARDS

For purposes of convenience the material Which follows is organized
into separate units. However, in thdectual implementation each of the
units would be closely interwoven to equal a total, well-balanced
program.

The day care worker or teacher should have a concern for health matters,
the nurse for social service functions, and the parent coordinator for
helping professional staff understand parental roles and activities and
haw to coordinate with them. 4 program has unity to the extent its staff
works from a common base of understanding of behavior and the some sets

of objectives and priorities.

A community program of day care, to allow for choices based on the needs
of all children and to respect the preferences of parents, should be
comprehensive and coordinated. It should include all types of facilities
and a considerable range of services to meet various levels of need,
including services needed by culturally deprived children, and by
children with particular handicaps or problems.

/iit; ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

LICENSING

ALL DAY CARE PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES MUST BE LICENSED BY THE APPRO-
PRIATE STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES WHEN SUCH LICENSING IS REQUIRED OR
PROVIDED FOR ON A VOLUNTARY BASIS.

State law and local ordinance may require that day care
programs or facilities be licensed in order to legally
operate within the State or local area or they may provide
for licensing on a voluntary basis. Such licensing is a means
for safeguarding children while apart from their parent(s)
by assuring for them a level of care deemed .by the community
to be required as a minimum for their safety, care, and develop-
ment.

In most States, either the State health or welfare agency has responsi-
bility for licensing day care programs or facilities, or will be aware
of what agency has such responsibility.. The operator or proposed
operator of a day care program or facility should contact these agencies
to determine whether a license is required and, if so, the conditions
for licensing. State officials can usually indicate whether local
ordinances must be met as a condition for operation.

The administering agency must be satisfied that the operating program or
facility is licensed before utilizing federal funds for care of children

' in the program or facility.

8
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FACILITIES LOCATION

DAY CARE FACILITIES MUST BE LOCATED IN A GEOGRAPHIC AREA CONVENIENT TO
MEIBERS OF THE CROUP OF FAMILIES ELIGIBLE FOR PARTICIPATION UNDER THE
REGULATIONS OF THE FEDERAL AGENCY ruNDING THE PROGRAM OR DAILY TRANSPOR-
TATION TO AND FROM THE FACILITY MUST BE PROVIDED OR ARRANGED FOR BY THE
ADMINISTERING AGENCY, WHEN TOE FACILITY IS LOCATED AT A LOCATION INCON-
VENIENT FOR THE FAMILIES AND WHEN A CHILD'S PARENT IS UNABLE TO PROVIDE
TRANSPORTATION.

The location of a day care facility is important in order that
travel time and costs be kept reasonable for the child's parents
and the program operators. In addition, a facility located near
the parent's home will enable them to more easily participate
in the program.

In assisting parents to make arrangements for their children, facility
location, as well as the developmental needs of the child and desires
of the parents, should be taken into account. The method of trans-
poration used by the parents, the number of transfers when public trans-
portation is used, the time of day or night, and the number and ages
of children to be transported will have direct effect on the success or
failure of a day care plan.. Also important is the location of other
community resources providing services as part of the administering agency's
day care services plan.

Often, parents would prefer that their school age children receive care
in the same facility after school where the pre-school child receives
care so that all of the children can be picked up or delivered home at
the same time. Many times, it can be arranged that the school bus
transport these children to the day care facility instead of the child's
home, or if the day care facility is located in the child's neighborhood,
walking there, instead of home, could be the choice.

It is not always easy to find ideal locations for day care facilities or
to design a system of transportation which adequately meets all situations;
however, attention must be given to this important area toward the end
that all children are provided with safe transportation within reasonable
travel time and cost.

9
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B. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY NUS ASSURE THAT EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ARE PRO-
VIDED BY EACH OPERATING AGENCY AS PART OF THE DAY CARE PROGRAM

Educational services constitute an important part of the day
care program whether the program is designed to serve infants,
pre-school age children or school age children, whether the
program is in a home setting or a center setting,. Present
knowledge about the growth and development of children indica-
tes that the learning process begins at birth and ends at death,
can be stimulated or retarded by outside influences and the
children who are provided with positive learning experiences
can make cognitive gains.

A broad variety of techniques for working with infants, preschoolers
and school age children in a home or in a group setting have been
developed, tested and proven successful for the provision of educational
services in day care. Films, handbooks, training guides and materials
relative to these approaches are available and can be obtained at
reasonable cost. Day care centers and agency-sponsored day care home
programs usually include providion of educational services, and the
role of the administering agency may be minimal in assuring that such
services continue to be provided. However, attention should be given
to assisting these agencies to improve and expand their work, share
ideas and keep abreast of new knowledge. More time of the administering
agency may be required in developing educational services as part of the
day care program provided in a child's own home, and in stimulating
active work with infants wherever the location. Training, the provision
of materials and supervision are methods which can be utilized in
assuring the provision of these services.

10
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EDUCATIONAL udIvicEs MUST BE UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A STAFF MEMBER WHO
HAS BEEN TRAINED IN CHILD GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT OR WHO VAS DEMONSTRATED
ABILITY 114 WORKING WITH CHILDREN AND WHO HAS DEMONSTRATED SKILLS IN
PLANNING AND - SUPERVISINp EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR PRE SCHOOL AGE
CHILDREN.

There is no exact formula as to the number of years of training
or experience which are required to provide a person with the
necessary skills to plan and direct an educational services
program for children. However, a knowledge of child growth
and development, knowledge of materials and techniques, curricu-
lum planning skills, and ability to establish positive guiding
relationships with other adults are important requirements for
success. The administering agency may wish to establish specific
requirem'ents as to type and length of training and experience
which is indicative of accomplishment of skins'

Exceptions to such specific requirements should be allowed, however,
in order that competent persons who are able to adequately manage
the tasks of thejob are not "locked out" by rigid barriers.

Both the administering agency and operating agencies have responsibility
for meeting this requirement. The administering agency which is responsible
for assrlring that educational services are provided by operating. agencies
and which is responsible for arranging for day Care in children's own
homes or in individual family day care homes will require a staff person
on its staff giving attention to the educational services program. The
operating agency which is a day cars center, an agency operating a
family day care home program, or a community-wide agency designated to
act in behalf of a group of individual operators will require one or
more, educational services specialists to plan and direct the educational
services program for the operating agency. When an operating agency .
serves less than sixty children, a staff person hai7ing other responsi-
bilities may be assigned responsibility .for directing the educational
services program. A record indicating the training and experience of each
educational services specialist should be kept on file in the office of
the administering or operating agency as evidence that this requirement
is met.

11
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AN OPERATING AGENCY MUST PROVIDE A VARIETY OF DAILY ACTIVITIES FOR
EACH. CHILD PARTICIPATING IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM WHICH ARE DESIGNED
TO INFLUENCE A POSITIVE SELF-CONCEPT AND ENHANCE SOCIAL, COGNITIVE
AND COMMUNICATION SKILAS TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION THE DEVELOPMENTAL
STAGE AND ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF EACH CHILD. EACH DAY CARE FACILITY
MUST HAVE TOYS, GAMES, BOOMS, EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS FOR EDUCATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT AND CREATIVE EXPRESSION APPROPRIATE TO THE DEVELOPMENTAL
STAGES OF THE CHILDREN SERVED AND THE TYPE OF FACILITY.

Children learn with greater understanding when they have oppor-
tunities to explore, and respond in an accepting environment
which offers a variety of stimulating experiences and materials
appropriate to their developmental, social and cognitive needs
and skills. Since for participating infants and preschool age
children the day care experience comprises.a large portion
of their total day, the planned program in which they take
part will differ considerably from that of the school age youth
who normally will be participating only during non-school hours
or school holidays.

Day care programs for children ages three through five years are generally
the most obvious 'ones in which the development of self-concepts, social,
cognitive and communication skills can be recognized. through use of
games, rhythms building blocks, natural raw materials used with paints,
clay and glue, by planning self directed and group directed activities,
by acquainting the children with words, ideas, and new experiences, by
planned changes in the day care environment yet planned repetition of
concepts, and through the provision of helping relationships by warm
adults the child is helped to learn. It is not often so easy to recognize
how these goals can be reached in working with infants, yet they can.
By holding, cuddling, talking to and singing to infants, development
of social and communication skills take place; by providing opportunities
for exploration throughout supervised areas which nay be assmall as a
blanket or as large as a room, by allowing infants and toddlers to
interact and explore and by providing opportunities for the child to
experience different spatial and temporal relationships, a concept of
self apart from other persons or things, a knowledge of things and their mea
meaning, and social skills are formed. School age children, who are
engaged in learning experiences during the school day will requite oppor-
tunities to develop concepts of self and social relationships in different
ways. Participation in planning and directing activities and relationships
with new persons and experiences not provided by the school offer these
opportunities.

Materials which are' designed for educational activities in day care,
natural materials found in the environment, and the creative genius
of the person providing care are all important elements in a successful
educational service program. Planning and individual attention to each
child's progress are the catalysts which assure success.

.12
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PERSONS DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CARE OF CHILDREN AND FOR SUPER-

VISING THE DAILY ACTIVITIES OF THE CHILDREN IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM

OF AN OPERATING AGENCY MUST HAVE HAD TRAINING OR DEMONSTRATED

COMPETENCIES IN WORKING! WITH THE AGE LEVEL OF CHILDREN FOR WHOM THEY

ARE ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITY.

In order that children can be given the optimum chance of

growing and expanding to the extent of their physical and mental

abilities, day care staff persons who have primary responsibility

for them must know how to develop and conduct a continuous process

of learning opportunics and activities in light of each child's

needs and progress.

The administering agency will need to be assured that individuals
providing care and operating agencies, employing more than one person
to care for and supervise activities of children in a facility,select
individuals with training or demonstrated ability. A record indicating
the training and experience of each person should be kept on file in the
administering or operating agency as evidence that this requirement is met.

C. HEALTH AND NUTRITION SERVICES

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ASSURE THAT EACH CHILD IN THE DAY CARE
PROGRAM RECEIVES, PRIOR TO OR WITHIN ONE MONTH FRCM THE DATE OF ENROLLMENT
AND SUBSEQUENTLY AT REGULAR INTERVALS APPROPRIATE TO HIS AGE AND STATE OF
HEALTH COMPLETE MEDICAL, DENTAL, AND OTHER HEALTH EVALUATIONS APPROPRIATE
TO HIS AGE.

Good health is generally regarded as an individual's most valuable
asset and is the foundation necessary for the proper growth and
development of a child on which lies the success of other services.
The parent of the day care child, as any other parent, has primary
responsibility to ensure good health for his children. It is the
responsibility of the administering agency to assure that a health
care plan is developed with the parent for the day care child and
for ensuring that the plan is Carried out. Children should have
regular and complete health evaluations. If the administering agency
has determined that a child has received such an examination within
a three month period prior to enrollment, a written report of the
examination should be maintained on file as evidence of compliance.

The administering agency should assist as far as possible, each parent in
selecting a physician from Whom their child will receive services. Reports
of all subsequent health evaluations should also be kept on file.

13
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THE ADMINISTERING AGENq MUST MAKE ARRANGEMENTS TO ASSURE THAT EACH
CHILD IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM IS PROVIDED ALL IMMUNIZATIONS APPROPRIATE
TO HIS AGE, MEDICAL AND DENTAL CARE; AND OTHER HEALTH RELATED TREATMENT
WHICH IS DETERMINED NECESSARY BY A QUALIFIED PHYSICIAN FOR PROPER
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT UTILIZING EXISTING COMMUNITY RESOURCES WHEN TEE!
ARE AVAILABLE. IN THE ABSENCE OF OTHER FINANCIAL RESOURCES THE
ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST PROVIDE, WHENEVER AUTHORIZED BY LAW, SUCH
TREATMENT WITH ITS OWN FUNDS. THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ASSURE
THAT PARENTS ARE PROVIDED WITH ASSISTANCE IN MAKING APPOINTMENTS FOR
TREATMENT FOR THEIR CHILDREN, IN OBTAINING TRANSPORATION, IN UNDER-
STANDING TREATMENT INSTRUCTIONS, AND IN FILLING PERSCRIPTIONS AND
APPLYING MEDICATION.

The full physical development of the child must be a concern
of the day care program inasmuch as children of all ages,
and infants and preschoolers in particular, can have lasting

• physical and mental disabilities resulting from unmet health needs.

The extent of the .availability of medical and4tental resources in the
community, transportation considerations and the preference of the child's
parents will each be factors which influence how medical and dental services
are arranged, i.e., in the doctor's office' or in the day care home or center.
To encourage.a family doctor - private patient relationship, the administering
agency may wish to assist parents in arranging for the child to receive
services in the office of a physician selected by the parent.

A parent should be with his child when he is receiving phySical, dental
or mental examinations or treatments. The purpose of his presence is •
not only to reassure and comfort this child but algo,to 'communicate
with the doctor directly as to the child's condition, questions he may
like to have answered and receive _instructions regarding pres criptions
or treatment.

WRITTEN HEALTH RECORDS OF CHILDREN, INCLUDING EVALUATIONS, REPORTS OF
TBEATMIT AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR HEALTH CARE, MUST BE MAINTAINED
IN A PLACE WHERE THEY ARE READILY AVAILABLE AND EASILY OBTAINED MIEN
NEEDED.

The value of the well-maintained health record scan be measured
only to the extent that it is used in assurance that the child
receives prescribed treatment and regular re-evaluation. It
should be viewed as an important part of the child's history
which follows him from one day care arrangement to another and
In the case of younger children, to enrollment in school.

For purposes of accessibility, all records should be kept in a central
file and procedures developed for forwarding them as the children leave
thr program.

14
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ADM:MI:En-TING AGENCY MUST PROVIDE FOR ANNUAL REVIEW BY A QUALIFIED
-PHYSICIAN OR A TRAINED HEALTH PARAPROFESSIONAL UNDFY. THE SUPERVILION OF
A QUALIFIED PHYSICIAN, OF THE HFUTR RECORDS OF THE CHILDREN IN THE DAY
CARE PROGRAM AND THE HEALTH SERVICES PROCEDURES OF OPERATING AGEI1CrE3.
THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ASSURE THAT UeERATING AGENCIES HAVE ACCESS •
TO THE CONSULTATION OF A QUALIFIED PHYSICIAN REGARDING THE HEALTH PROCEDURES
OF THE OPERATING AGENCY.

The annual review of recor& by a trained health paraprofessional
is to assure that there have been no oversights such as follow-up
on recommended treatment or skipping of sequential immunizations
and that regular re-evaluations have been scheduled. The assistance
of a qualified physician regarding the health procedures established
and followed by the operating agency will assure that the health
program is comprhensive and that there is consistency among
operating agencies.

As part of the orientation services developed for the operating agency the
administering agency may choose to have a session presented by a qualified
physician regarding recommended health procedures which should be followed
at the operating. agency level in assuring services to the child and his
family. Following the presentation the physician should make regular scheduled
follow-up visits to each operating agency to discuss and plan how the
recommended procedures could be adapted to the specific needs of the operating
agency and the children it serves.

AN OPERATING AGENCY MUST PROVIDE A DAILY EVALUATION OF EACH CHILD FOR
INDICATIONS CI, ILLNESS.

As a part of the daily routine, there must be a simple inspection
of each child to observe if there appear to be any Indications of
illness or disccmfort so that the child can receive the Proper
attention before his condition worsens or he infects others.

Such a simple inspection can be done as the child arrives in the morning
and is removing his coat or can be conducted in a small group with several
children and incorporated as part of the health learning for the day.

15
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AN OPERATING AGENCY MUST MAKE ADVANCE ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE CARE OF A

CHILD WHO IS INJURED OR BECOMES ILL, INCLUDING ISOLATION IF NECESSARY,
NOTIFICATION OF HIS PARENTS AND PROVISION FOR EMERGENCY FIRST AID AND

MEDICAL CARE.

For the comfort and safety of the child who is injured or
becomes ill while in the day care setting as well as for the
protection of the other children, it is necessary that there
be a place provided away from the program activities where
immediate health need can be given attention until other
arrangements consistent with the physician's instructions can
be made.

The plan for emergency health services should include prior arrangement
with neighborhood pediatricians or physicians and with nearby clinics or
hospitals which may be called upon. To assure the best care possible,
there should be planned in advance those steps to be taken when unexpected
medical attention or first aid is required. The plan of action along with
telephone numbers which may be needed should be clearly written and posted
for quick and easy reference. All equipment and ,supplies necessary for
emergency first aid should be maintained and used only as instructed by a
physician consultant.

AN OPERATING AGENCY MUST KEEP ON FILE EVIDENCE OF AN ANNUAL MEDICAL
EXAMINATION BY A QUALIFIED PHYSICIAN OF EACH STAFF PERSON EMPLOYED
IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM OF THE OPERATING AGENCY, CERTIFYING TO THE
STAFF PERSON'S FREEDOM FROM COMMUNICABLE DISEASE AND ATTESTING TO
THEIR PHYSICAN, MENTAL, AND EMOTIONAL COMPETENCE 10 CARE FOR CHILDREN.

Just as it is important that there be assurance that et.th

child enjoy good health it is of the utmost importanco that

there be such a concern for the well being of the adults who

work with day care children. Not only must the adult be free

from contagious infection such as tuberculoSis, but must also

have the stamina, energy, and emotional stability to work under

the demanding conditions created by d group ofhealthy, active

children.

It should be at the discretion of the operating agency to 
determine

under what circumstances release time from work and assistance to meet

the expense incurred for the annual examination and tests can be 
covered

by program funds. Each operating agency should keep in a central file

current medical reports on all members of the day care staff and regular

volunteers.
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THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ARRANGE FOR HEALTH EDUCATION SERVICES FOR
CHILDREN IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM AND THEIR PARENTS, AND FOR THE STAFF IN
OPERATING AGENCIES, WHICH IS DESIGNED TO DISSEMINATE ACCURATE KNOWLEDGE
ABOUT HEALTH, HOW TO COPE WITH HEALTH HAZARDS AND RESOURCES FOR HEALTH
SERVICES, AND TO PROMOTE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY IN ESTBALISHING GOOD
HEALTH HABITS.

The attainment and maintenance of good health is not something
which can be limited to those hours during which the child is
in the day care setting. It is greatly influenced by the health
conditions of other members of the family with whom the child
lives; the amount and kind of foods which are served at home;
personal health habits practiced in the home as related to frequent
bathing, washing of hands, brushing of teeth; and the condition
of the residence itself, whether it has heat and water and is
clean and safe.

Through the use of films, posters, speakers, leaflets and discussions,
each using the language best understood by the adult and child many
educational opportunities regarding good safety and health habits can
be brought into the day care experience. In addition to the safety
and health activities carried out in the day care setting the parent and
child can be encouraged to share experiences at home such as the removal
of potential fire hazards by clearing the house and yard area of paper,
boxes and other debris; and the planting of a fruit and vegetable garden
and preparation of its healthful yield.

NUTRITION SERVICES

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST PROVIDE ?OR ANNUAL REVIEW OF TH11 NUTRITION
PROGRAM OF OPERATING AGENCIES BY A QUALIFIED NUTRITIONIST OR FOOD SERVICE
SPECIALIST, 'MINED NUTRITION PARAPROFESSIONAL UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF A
QUALIFIED NUTRITIONIST OR FOOD SERVICE SPECIALIST. THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY
MUST ASSURE THAT OPERATING AGENCIES HAVE ACCESS TO THE CONSULTATION OF A
QUALIFIED NUTRITIONIST REGARDING THE NUTRITION PROGRAM OF THE OPERATING
AGEITY.

It is conceivable that an operating agency may be faced with
food planning, preparation and serving for infants and children
of markedly different ages or dietary requirements. Even when
special situations do not exists the nutrition program foreach day care setting must have available consultation from a
qualified nutritionist regarding foods and feeding of infants,
toddlers, and older children, including the composition, pre-
paration and storage of formulas: serving of foods, compensa-
tory feeding of nutritionally deprived children; and needs of
children with poor eating habits or cultural preferences.

The administering agency may have a qualified member of the staff avail-able for consultation services to the operating agency or may contractfor such services or otherwise make arrangements to utilize services
of the staff of the Department of Public Health, Department of Agriculture.Extension Service, and local colleges. The paraprofessional nutritionworker could be the parent of a day care child for whom the position
would be the appropriate next career step and should be involved inthe development of a service plan for centers and day care home programsand have opportunities to lead work shops and assist cooks in the
selection)preparation, and storing of food and demonstrate how
tasty nutritious foodscan be prepared at less expense.
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.AN OPERATING AGENCY MUS'; PROVIDE ADEQUATE AND ICTRITIOUS MEALS AND
SNACKS APPROPRIATE TO THE AGE AND ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF THE CHILDREN
SERVED AND TIME OF DAY THEY ARE IN ATTENDENCE, WHICH ARE PREPARED IN
A SAFE ANDSANITARY MANNER. CONSIDERATION MUST BE GIVEN TO THE SPECIAL
DIETETIC NEEDS OF CHILDREN AS PRESCRIBED BY A QUALIFIED PHYSICIAN.

Because it is known that the value of food is both physical
and pyschological, the nutrition program for each day care
setting whether a home or center must be planned with con-
siderations given to the cultural, social and emotional mean-
ing of food for children.

The operating agency should be prepared to provide evidence of menu
plans, purchasing procedures, and meals that are planned sufficiently
in advance in a thouF,htful manner so that they meet the test of good
nutrition. The administering agency may choose to observe periodically
food preparation, serving and eating at a day care operating agency.

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ARRANGE FOR NUTRITION EDUCATION SERVICES
FOR CHILDREN IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM, THEIR PARENTS, AND THE
STAFF IN OPERATING AGENCIES, WHICH IS DESIGNED TO DISSEMINATE KNOWLEDGE
ABOUT FOOD, ITS NUTRITIONAL VALUE, ITS PREPARATION, MEAL PLANNING AND
PURCHASING.

Balanced nutrition is basic to the attainment and maintenance
of good health for the adult as well as the child. When Elie
body is furnished with foods which contain the vitamins,
proteins and minerals necessary to feed growing tissue it is
better able to function at its optimum level and ward off
infections and physical and mental fatigue , thus allowing the
adult and child to pursure his work, studies or play with
enthusiam and energy.

The administering agency should solicit suggestions from parents school
age children and staff regarding the type of nutritional workshops
they would consider interesting and important. They should draw on
the resources of companies, agencies and colleges which make available
personnel and material for nutrition education as well as the talent of parents
who have skill and knowledge in preparing nutritious meals utilizing
ingredients which may have ethnic and cultural appeal.
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D. SOCIAL SERVICES

THE ADMINISTERIT:G AGENCY MUST ASSUIIE THAT SOCIAL SERVICES ARE
AVAILABLE TO PARENTS OF CHILDREN PARTICIPATING IN THE DAY CARE
PRCGRAM TO ASSIST Di DETIMILING THE A.PPROPRILTENtSS OF DAY CARE,
AT;D THE BEST TYPE OF ARRANGEMENT FOR A PARTICULLR CHILD OR FAMILY,
TO ASSESS WITH THE PARENT3 THE CHII:D'S ADJUSTMENT IN THE DAY CARE
rr,cam4 AND TO ASSIST PARENTS IN UTILIZING RESCURCES IN TIE
COMMUNITY TO MEET THE FAMILY'S DEEDS.

It is .the prime responsibility of social services in a
day care program to help families maximize their strengths
andto rczol.:e their probleT3, be they emotional, social
or economic, which have an adverse effect on the quality
of family life. It is toward this end that social services
are extended to families of children receiving day care in
home or center settings.

This requirement may be met by the administering agency in a variety
of ways.. When an operating agency has social services as a part of its
program of services, the administering agency should provide technical
assistance, when requested, to improve service, bring new knowledge
to the attention of the operating agency, and periodically evaluate
the social services component to recommend ways of strengthening the
program. For those parents with children in operating agencies
without social services, the administering agency may 'provide these
services directly or provide for them through a third agency. In
some communities, a central unit provides social services for families
using any of the (5.;...y core operating agencies in the community.
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-SOCIAL SkIRVICES 7"U.37 BE UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A QUALIFIED STAFF 2ERSON.

TRATAP.D SOCIAL SE.WICE PARAPROF2lSIONATS MUST BE USED IN PRODUCTIVE ROLES

TO PROVIDE SOCIAL SiRVICES.

Important requirements for the person selected by the

administering agency to plan and develop the social services

are training and experience in the counseling of children

end adults; the knowledge and ability to utilize the resources

of agencies; knowledge of the language and culture of the

families served in the day care program; and the ability to

coordinate and direct volunteers and social work aides and the

motivation to help people overcome their problems. The

administering agency may wish to establish specific require-

ments as to type and length of training and experience which

is indicative of accomplishment of skills. Exceptions to

such specific requirements should be nllowed, however, in order

that competent persons who are able to adequately manage the

tasks of the job are not prevented from doing so because of

prohibitive stringent requirements.

When an administering agency serves less than sixty children in an

area, a staff person having other responsibilities may be assigned

responsibility for directing the social service program. Operating

agencies providing social services as part of their day care program,

administering agencies providing social services directly, and third

party agencies providing social services through arrangement with the

administering agency should keep on file in its office a record of the

training and experience of the staff members with responsibility for

the social service program as evidence that this ,requirement is met.

E. STAFFING

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ASSURE THAT METHODS OF RECRUITING AND
SELECTING STAFF TO WORK IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM ENSURE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY -
FOR ALL INTERESTED PERSONS TO FILE AN APPLICATION AND HAVE IT CONSIDERED
WITHIN REASONABLE CRITERIA AND THAT PRIORITY IN EMPLOYMENT IS GIVEN TO
PERSONS IN LOW-INCOME FAMILIES.

Of the various aspects of a day care program the most impor-
tant to the children and their families are the 'members of the
staff. They are the people who safeguard the children, help
plan the program, carry it out, handle day-to-day emergencies,
influence attitudes, and together make the day care experience
either a good or poor one for the children. Thus it is impor-

tant that all persons who have the demonstrated ability and the

temperment and desire to work with children be considered for
employment opportunities in day care.

The administering agency should establish policies relative to the selection

of staff and should periodically review the operating agenc tit-5 procedures

for the advertising of available jobs,' and interviewing and hiring of

employees. The administering agency should review the records maintained

by the operating agency relative to the application and selection process.
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THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ASSURE THAT REQUIRED STAFF RATIOS ARE
MET AND MAINTAINED BY OPERATING AGENCIES, (AS INDICATED IN THIS SECTION)
THAT OPERATING AGENCIES HAVE ADEQUATE ADVANCE ARRANGEMENTS FOR SUB-
STITUTE STAFF AND THAT, WHEN AN OPERATING AGENCY EMPLOYS MORE THAN ONE
PERSON, WRITTEN JOB DESCRIPTIONS ARE GIVEN TO EACH EMPLOYEE.

It is usually only through small group and one-to-one exchange
that the maximum benefit of day care experiences can be derived.
Thus encouraging attentive listening, conversation, knowledge
of the child's life outside of the day care setting, warmth,
Individual rapport, and affording a child. the opportunity to
identify closely with at least one adult. The administering
agency must assure that capable staff in the recommended ratio
Is always present and that each member of the staff has a clear
LnderstndirT, of his responsibility an expl2Thed in orientatin
ace3ions and providd in a written form.

On the following page are listed the required qualified adult-to-
child ratio for day care programs utilizing federal funds. However,
operating agencies may find it necessary and desirable to exceed theserecommendations and have more adults as regular members of the staff
working with the children. Influencing factors are not only the
ages and numbers of children and whether the day care setting is a
home or center, but also special features of the program, such as
the enrollment of handicapped children and, to some extent, the physicalfeatures of the facility. Recruitment and involvement on a regular
on-going basis of day care parents and community yolunteers can be aninvaluable method of augmenting staff capabilities while also providingt17,0 adults witn a worthile experiel. When coOlmunity volunteersarc utilized in fulfillmct of the staff- child rtio reluircrocnts, suchvolunteers must be in regular attendance on a pre-planned basis functi3ningas if they were an employed member of the staff.
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DV REGARD TO THOSE STAFF MEMBERS DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR SUPERVISING

CHILDREN, AN OPERATING AGENCY MUST MAINTAIN THE STAFFING RATIO INDI-

CATED, WHICH IS APPROPRIATE, TO WE TYPE OF DAY CARE ARRANGEMENT

PROVIDED BY THE AGENCY.

IN-IWE DAY CARE: ONE ADULT OVER AGE TWENTY-ONE IS REQUIRED. NO

MORE THAN OEE FAMILY OF CHILDREN MAY RECEIVE CARE

1 adult for a total enrollnent or one family of children

FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES: ONE ADULT OVER AGE TWENTY-ONE IS REQUIRED.

NO MORE THAN SIX CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF FOURTEEN, INCLUDING THE

CHILDREN OF THE CARETAKER ,UNDER AGE SIX, MAY RECEIVE CARE AT ANY ONE

TIME, EXCEPT THAT NO MORE THAN TWO CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF TWO MAY

RECEIVE CARE AT ANY ONE TINE. CHILDREN OVER AGE FOURTEEN WHO RECEIVE

CARE MUST BE SIBLINGS OF THE YOUNGER CHTEDREN IN CARE

• 1 adult for a total enrollment of 6 children

GROUP DAY CARE HUES: ONE ADULT OVER AGE TWENTY-ONE IS REQUIRED,

ASSISTED BY AN ADDITIONAL ADULT OVER THE AGE OF EIGHTEEN WHEN MORE

THAN SIX CHILDREN RECEIVE CARE AT ANY ONE TIME. NO MORE THAN .TWELVE

CHILDREN MAY RECEIVE CARE AT ANY ONE TIME.

1 adult for a total enrollment of 6 children

DAY CARE CENTERS: WHEN A CHILD UNDER THE ACE OF THREE RECEIVES CARE

IN A GROUP, ONE ADULT OVER THE ACE OF TWENTY-ONE IS REQUIRED FOR

EVERY TWELVE CHILDREN, ASSISTED BY ONE ADULT OVER THE AGE OF EIGHTEEN

WHEN MORE THAN FOUR CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF THREE RECEIVE CARE AN
D

A SECOND ADULT OVER THE AGE OF EIGHTEEN WHEN MORt THAN EIGHT CHILDREN

UNDER THE AGE OF THREE RECEIVE CARE IN THE GROUP.

1 adult for a total enrollment of 4 children
1 adult and 1 aide for a total enrollment of 5 to 8 children
1 adult and 2 aides for a total enrollment of 9 to 12 children

WHEN A CHILD OVER THE AGE OF THREE, BUT UNDER THE AGE OF SIX, RECEIVES

c.) CARE IN A GROUP, ONE ADULT OVER THE AGE OF TWENTY-ONE IS REQUIRED FOR

r•=1 EVERY FErrml CHILDREN, ASSISTED BY ONE ADULT OVER THE AGE OF EIGHTEEN

WHEN MORE THAN EIGHT CHILDREN RECEIVE CARE IN THE GROUP.

1 adult for a total enrollment of 8 children

1 adult and 1 aide for a total enrollment of 9 to 15 children

SC
HO
OL
 A
GE
 WHEN CHILDREN OVER THE AGE OF SIX RECEIVES CARE IN A GROUP, ONE ADULT

OVER THE AGE OF TWENTY-ONE IS REQUIRED FOR EVERY THIRTY CHILDREN, ASSISTED

BY ONE ADULT OVER THE AGE OF EIGHTEEN WHEN MORE THAN FIFTEEN CHILDREN

RECEIVE CARE AND A SECOND PERSON OVER THE AGE OF FIFTEEN WHEN MORE THAN

TWENTY-FIVE CHILDREN RECEIVE CARE IN TILE GROUP.
1 adult for a total enrollment of 15 children.

1 adult and 1 aide for n total enrollment of 16 to 25 children

.1 adult and 2 aides for u total enrollment of 25 to 30 children
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STAFF TRAININt

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST PROVIDE, ARRANGE FOR, OR OTHERWISE ASSURE
THE PROVISION OF ORIZITATION, CONTINUOUS INSERVICE TRAMING, AND SUPER-
VISION FOR ALL PERSONS, PAID OR VOLUNTEERS, WORKING IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM,
INCLUDING THOSE PERSONS WORKING IN OPERATING AGENCIES. TRAINING CONTENT
MUST INCLUDE GENERAL PROGRAM GOALS AS WELL AS SPECIFIC PROGRAM CONCERNS
IN THE AREAS OF NUTRITION, HEALTH, CHILD GROWTH AND DEVEIDP1ENT, EDUCA-
TIONAL GUrDANCE AND RDEDIAL TECHNIQUES, AND DE RELATION OF DE CHILD
TO HIS PARENTS AND THE COMMUNITY.

Proper preparation and continuous training of the total day
care staff concerning both programmatic and administrative
topics will better assure development and maintenace of high
qusJity day care services. Such training. will also contribute
to the development of a viable work force in the field of child
development and prepare staff for increasingly responsible roles
in the day care program.

The talents and resources of the entire community should be drawn
upon in meeting this requirement. Community colleges, universities,
local school systems, voluntary and professional groups, and Federal,
State and local public agencies may all have resources and an interest
in participating in the training program. By providing training on a
community-wide basis, persons working in homes and those working in
centers will have an opportunity to share ideas, learn from each other
while learning a common set of information through the training program
and thus be in a better position to provide a consistent plan of
developmental services when a child moves from a home to a center or
when a family of children receive care in both a center and a home.
Such integrated training will also provide a basis for persons to move
in employment from a home to a center and vice versa. _
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• THE ADMOISIL.RING AGENCY MUST ASSIGN RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPING

AND COORDINATING TIE ORIENTATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM TO A SPECIFIC

STAFF MEMBER WHO SHALL INVOLVE PERSONS WORKING IN THE OPERATING

AGETC—FS IN DESIGNING THE PROGRAM.

Staff orientation and training activities are meaningful

to the participants when they offer the information and

opportunity to learn skills which are considered to be

important by them in carrying out their day care respon-

sibilities and attaining career goals. In order to assure

that the orientation and training programs developed by the

administering agency are relevant to the needs of the staff

the administering agency must assign a person who has the

experience, interest, and ability to work both with employees

of the program and representatives from the community agencies

and institutions in planning and developing orientation and

training. The administering agency may wish to establish specific

requirements as to type and length of training and experience

which is indicative of accomplishment of skills.
Exceptions to such specific

requirements should be allowed, however, in order that nom -

potent persons who arc able to adequately manage the tasks

of the job are not prevented from doing so because of pro-

hibitive stringent requirements.

When an administering agency serves less than sixty children in an

area, a staff person having other responsibilities maybe assigned

responsibility for developing and coordinating the'orientation•and

training program. The coordinator should have continuous contact with

the staff in order to solicit their suggestions and understand their

training needs. Depending on the size of the total program this

contact could be maintained through regular conversations, written

questionnaires, and/or the formatlon of a training advisory committee

which should include the minimam of one representative from each

operating agency.
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F. PARENT INVOLVEMENT

THE ADIaNISTERING ACIGCY gi.TST ASSURE ThAT EVERY PARENT OF A CHILDRECE1IVIJIG SERVIC TN THE DAT! CARE PROGRAM HAS At! OPPORTUNITY TOC01::MUNICATE TIET.R IDEAS COHC t7,NS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR THE DAY CAREPARENTS :.INST BE PACI.,11DIZ WITH CLEAR AND :DERSTLNDA5LEINFOP.;.1ATION REGANDIG TO WHOP! AND HOW TILED INTEREST.; ARE TO BECO.',Y,j:r;ICATED . ALL wfuniv Cr2.24UNICATION AND A REc•aD OF ALI, v..ER.ekr.,mu::;'-f RE MAr;r1AINED IN A CEITIRAL FILE AND l'IADE AVATLABLETO FEDERAL OFFICIALS UPON BEQ,UEST

The physical and emotional involvement of parents in day careprograms is based on the belief that parents are interested inand capable of fulfilling their responsibility for the provisionof services to their children. The attitudes, opinions, andactions of those persons involved in the planning, implementationand maintenance of day care program:1 must reflect this belief:intheir manner and actions, so that parents participate as fallPartners in all aspects of the proea,:,s.

There are many ways of encouraging effective parent involvementincluding Particpation in the process of developing policy andmaking decisions about the nature, development, and conduct and over-all direction of the program; employment as Paid members of the daycare staff in both center and home settings; involvement in activitieswhether educational or recreational which they help to plan and carryout according to their own interests as parents and as individuals;regular conferences with members of the staff to discuss the develop-ment and needs of their child. An interesting and important way forparents and guardians to be involved in the child's day care experiencesis to observe him while he's at the center or day care home. This can&Inc as a visitor. However, a way whien the par,:nt can be oZ-sen revalue is as a volnntear worLc.r. An a volunteer, he can be involved Inthe activities of the day care prctram right along with the child andhave an opportunity, not only to understand better the things childrenin day care do and learn, but to participate in staff orientation andtraining activities thus possibly leading to new employment and careeropportunities.
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THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST HAVE AN ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF
PARENTS OF CHILDREN IN THE DAY CARE PROGRAM AND REPRESENTATIVES OF
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS OR INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE PARTICULAR KNOWLEDGE
OR SKILLS IN CHILDREN'S AND FAMILY PROGRAMS. NOT LESS THAN FIFTY PER
CENT OF THE COMITTEE MEMBERSHIP SHALL BE PARENTS OF CHILDREN IN THE
DAYCARE PROGRAM WHO ARE SELECTED BY THE PARENTS THEY,ZELVES IN A DEMO-
CRATIC FASHION.

In order to provide maximum opportunity for parents to be
involved in policy and decision making roles each administering
agency must have an advisory committee made up of at least
50% parents of children who are eligible to receive federally
supported day care services, as elected by the parents in a
democratic fashion. To assure the broadest involvement of
services and expertise the remaining membership must include
representatives of major public and private agencies and
organizations, operators of proprietary and non-profit day care
programs Who have a strong interest in the provision of high -
quality day care for children of low income families. The day
care policy setting committee must be a separate body from any
other Which the administering agency may have. It is
recommended that if an administering agency does have a separate

.Board of Directors membership on that Board be open to a
duly elected representative of the parents serving on the policy
advisory committee.

The responsibilities and priviledges of the advisory committee
encompass those which are not exclusive to the advisory committee of the
operating agency. Whereas the attention of the advisory committee of
the operating agency is focused directly on what occurs in the program
in that particular facility, the policy advisonrcommittee of the adminis-
tering ezency must maintain a broader perspective which embraces all of
the operating agencies and the provision of services to them, i.e.,
training, coordination, program quality control and monitoring, training
and technical assistance.

The responsibilities of the advisorY committee should include
... • participatI*6 in the assessment of need for day care

in the total community; development of plans appropriate to meet identified
needs; determine the number and kinds of day care facilities for which the
administering agency should contract and to whieh eligible agencies grants
and contracts should be made for the enrollment of children; participation
in the development of criteria for the selection of day care personnel
both for home and center settings; procedures for the recruitment and hiring
of staff; plans to utilize all available resources; participate in the
development' of procedures for the monitoring and evaluation of programs
in terms of the Federal Day Care Requirements and/or State and local.
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requirements; and development of procedures to ensure the democratic
representation of parents in all phases of the development of policies
Which effect their children and famines. In addition, the advisory committee pre:ire

suggestions for program improvements and receive feed back from the staff
regarding the implementation of such suggestions; create a procedure
for hearing and resolving staff grievances and complaints as received
from the community, from those at the applicant agency level, and from
staff and parents of the operating agency when they,are of such a
nature or magnitude that the operating agency chooses to present them at
the administering agency level;review and approve contracts or grants
for the provision of supportive services such us staff training;
participate in the nomination of the program director and approve
decisions to hire or fire the director; participate in the selection
of the major staff hired by the administering agency, i.e., those
persons responsible for the planning and development of the educational
services, social services, training, and health and nutrition; develop
and carry out a. program of public relations which provides information
and education to the community regarding day care services, promoting
greater understanding and support for programs related to the needs of
children and their families; approve enrollment procedures, fee schedules
and methods for collecting fees from narents; assure that the available •
day care services are provided to the children with the greatest need,
that parents have a choice in selecting the kind of program and day
care facility they wish for their child. The adilsorpommittee should
also. advise and assist in the development of programs to meet the needs
of the parents as expressed by them.

AN DIULTING I.G.ENCY WITH MoRE THAN 257. OF ITS TOTAL ENROIIMEnT
CC'; idliNG ciLDREN WHOSE CORN IS PR01DED FOs TROUGH FEDERAL
FUNDS MUST ESTAFLISH AN ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF PARENTS
OF CRILDeEN RECEIVING GARE IN THE OPERATING AGENCY DAY CARE PROGRAM
AND REPRESENTATIVES OF PROFESSIONAL oRCANIZATIONS OR INDIVIDUALS
W110 EAVE PARTICULAR KNOWLEDGE OR SKILLS IN CHILDREN'S OR FAMILY
PRCGRXIS. NOT LESS THAN FIFTY PER CENT OF THE COMMITTEE MEInIERSHIP
SHALL PE PARENTS OF CHILDREN RECEIVING usaE IN THE OPERATING AGENCY
DAY CARE PROGRAM AND NOT LESS THAN ONE HALF OF TEE FARENr MLNeERS
SHALL BE PARETS OF CHILDREN WHOSE CARE IS PROVIDED FOR THROUGH
FEDELAL FUNDS.

10th the profit and non-profit operating agency can benefit
by the guidance and support of parents and the community
which results from an active advisory committei,. Such a
committee provides the opportunity whereby the participating
pz.rent can express himself in a positive way, resulting in
services which please him end meet the needs of his family and
in turn make him supportive of the operating agency and Phat •
it strives to do. In addition, the inclusion of professional
and community representatives odds strength to the program, whether

crare  support.

The advisory c.ommittee of the day care Operating agency whether .a home
or center program should be concerned specifically pith the administra-
tive. and program aspects which influence the actual day care
program in which their children particip2te.

The responsibilities of the advisory committee should include assisting
in the planning of the program Pith particular attention to ethnic and
cultural considerations; educational trip's; the number and type of meals
to be served; and maximizing the delivery of health services. It is
important that the advisory conittee communicate through its
representative(s) to the administering tiency's ad.;isory .committees
the needs of the operating agency working diligently to help
develop the policies set at the administering agency level so that
those policies and subsequent services realistically meet the needs of
the children and families served. In an operating agency of non-profit
status the advisory committee should participate in the selection of the
staff hired and participate in the nomination of the program director and
approve decisions to hire or fire that director; ,also for an operating
agency of profit-making status advise in the °election of Program Director
and staff.

The adivisory committee should create a procedure for hearing and resolving
staff grievances and complaints as received from the parents and community;
encourage and assure maximum participation of all parents in the day care
activitio!, not only as observers hut workers and paid employees.
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C. ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST ASSURE THAT OPERATING AGENCIES GIVE
PRINITY IN ENROLLMENT TO THOSE CHIT=EN WITH TIE CREATEST EELATIVE
NEED FOR DAY CARE WHO Ai-.E ELIGIBLE Fk.dt SERVICES 151DER THE LrcuLA-
TIONS OF THE FEOERAL ADMINISTERING AGENCY. CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING
RELATIVE NEED MUST BE DEVELOVED BY THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY AND PRO-
VIDED TO ALL OPERATING AGENCIES.

Funds are made avail ab3 c to administering ie gencies for specific
purposes defined in Federal prOgroms. The ,:,dministering -gene),
must assure that the rcceipients of the services are those for
which the federal funds have been allocated end that established
priorities are followed.

Eligibility for day care services differs under the various federally
funded programs. In some cases; eligibility is clear and specific and
provides little room for discretion on the part of the administering
agency. In other instances, eligibility is broad and provides for some
option on the part of the administering agency for establishing priorities
for service. When such an option is provided, the administering agency
should establish priorities on the basis of need, with those families
having the greatest need for day care services being given highest
priority. Staff members responsible for the enrollment of children
should be trained not only to apply specific tests of need, but also
to make evaluative judgements as to the relative need for service on a
case by case basis.

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MUST DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN ALL RECORDS AND
MAKE ALL REPORTS WHICH MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE FEDERAL ADMIINSTERING
AGENCY.

AN OPERATING AGENCY MUST DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN ALL RECORDS AND MAKE
ALL REPORTS WHICH MAY BE REQUIREJ BY THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY.

There must be maintained a complete set of written record4
which reflect the administration of the program, compliance
with requirements, proeram quelity and other information
useful in assessing ',7,-,eolee; so that technical assistance
can be provided and strengths so that those elements can. be
shared with other Agencies.

The administering agency and operating agency may develop records sod
applications suitable to their needs. However, the Federal Administering
Agency may require the use of specific forms which will yield uniform
data on a national basis.

29



846

THE ADMINISTEIUNC ACENCY MUST EVALUATE EACH OPERATING AGENCY AT LEAST
ONCE A YEAR TO DETERMINE THAT TdESE FEDERAL DAY CARE 1. EQUIREMLNTS ARE
MET. ADMINISTERING AGENCIES NAY DEVELOP A COORDINATED PLAN FOR EVALUA-
TION WHEN THEY UTILIZE THE SERviCES OF THE SAME OPERATING AGENCY.

The adudnistering apency which contracts for day care services
is held totally responsibl,s by the Federal :-,dministcringr..gency
for compliance with all requirements contingent to the use of the
Federal funds.

Where more than one aEoinistering agency uses the services of the
same operating ilgeocy they sbo:,Id coordinate their evaluation -
efforts sp as to avoid duplication and msking unnecessary requocts
of the operating Agency.

THE ADMINISTUING AGENCY. MUST .ASSURE THAT ALL 0?ERATINC AGENCIE-
conrLy WITH TilE SPECIFICATIONS OF TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGTS ACT
CT 1064, REQUIRES THAT SEFV1C,Z IN PROGRAMS UTILIZ1l:G FEDERAL
FUNDS ARE USE!J AND AVAILonE WIThUjT BaSCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF
RACE, RELIGIC, OR NATIONAL ORIGIN.

The Federal law prohibits discrimination on the basis of race,
religion, 55 natonal origin and this particularly applies w:lere
Federal fur1,1 are usPd.

The 6dministeiir agency is respoo6ihle for assuring that th:,re io com-
pli.,,nce with this requircent. A statement sienc!d by the day care
operator attcsing to com .,Jiance, a‘c,.1 kzpt on file in the office of thc •
adminisLerin!-, -agency, is satistacter?, evidence for initiating service.
However, earef.ol evaInation must be cane regularly by the administering
ageny to det..-21ine that cnmpliance is maintained. A procedure for
handling complaints by pal:cots regt,r,liDg possible discrimination should
be established by the ad;nisterinr ae.cncy and an cperatiuo agency found
to be out of zemplianec g not continue to be used.
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ALL ADMINISTERING AGENCIES AT THE STATE LEVEL AND AT THE LOCAL LEVEL IN
A STATE MUST COORDINATE THEIR DAY CARE PROGRAM PLANNING ARD OPERATION
ACTIVITIES TO AVOID UNNECESSARY DUPLICATION IN S.L.WICE, TO PROIAOIE
CONTINUITY IN TIE:: CARE AND SERVICE iBOVIDED EACH CHILD, AND TO MAINTAIN
tiAXEM EFFICIENCY OF OPERATION.

Because of the limited availability of funds for day care
services it is the resoonsibility of adminstering agencies
at all levels to pursue joint program pre-planning and con-
tinued coordination and to operate as efficiently as por:sible.
Without coordination it is conceivable that eligible children
could remain unserved in the midst of available resources.

Many mechanisms for coordination can be developed. The Federal design
fox coordination of Federal agencies and communit:r resources related
to day care services is the CC.i.,21UTTI1'Y COORMIAT1!.f.) CHILD CAlri; (4-c)
program. For further information, contact Director, Office of Child
Development, DHEW, Washington, D.C. 20201

TV. WAIVERS OF REQUIREMENTS

THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY MAY REQUEST WAIVER OF A REQUIREMENT WHEN
IT CAN BE SHOWN THAT THE REQUEsED WAIVER. MAY ADVANCE INNOVATION
AND EXFE;UMENTATION AND EXTEND SERVICES VITEOUT LOSS OF QUALITY IN
TILE PRNRA.M. REQUESTS FOR WAIVER MUST BE ADDRESSED TO THE FEDERAL
ADMINISTERING AGENCY PROVIDING THE FUNDS AND TO THE omcE OF CHILD
DEVELOPMENT. THE FEDERAL ADMINISTERING AGENCY SHALL MARE DEGISIO27S
CS REQUESTS FOR WAIVER.

On occasion it may be necessary and desirable to permit new
and different things to be explored in the areas of child
development and day care programs. Such endeavols may
require - a waiver of the federal Day Care Requirements.
Only Lbe alministclinF Lf,.,ocy providing the Federal :unds
can waive requirements relative to their use.

The administering zierlay must be cautioned that when it contracts
with an otactating a; ency which ir also being used by another administering
ai_ency utilizing a different set of funds and following different guide-
lines, it is important that this be reported in writing to the Office of
Child Development. The Office of Child Development will then attempt
to resolve any difficulties encountered because of the multiple,
Lending jurisdictions.
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Senator MONDALE. Do the title IV day care centers now require
educational services?
Dr. ZIGLER. No, they typically do not. The fact of the matter is that

the earlier version of the "Federal Interagency Day Care Require-
ments" have in most settings simply been ignored, Senator. This is
exactly what we want to do something about. One of the things that
I felt we had to do was revise the earlier version that people were
employing. I did not find them either readable or in many instances
doable. They simply were so high that people, I think, finally had to
ignore them.
They simply weren't realistic enough in terms of staffing. I think

that we have to find a level of care in this country that you can make
people stick to and this is exactly what we have attempted to accom-
plish in our revision. The next step from that is when we think we
have got standards that are, in essence, really doable and realistic will
be to make some kind of concerted effort with our colleagues in CSA
to see that they are abided by.
Senator MONDALE. Are those regulations now prepared?
Dr. ZIGLER. I have the revision. The earlier version of course, is

available but the revision is now being sent out to State people, city
people and private operators for their comments. I don't think we
should be totally arbitrary about it. I would be happy to make avail-
able the revision as we presently have them, with the understanding
that they will probably be revised again on the basis of these comments.
Senator MONDALE. Could we have your support if we wrote those

regulations into the statute—the minimal regulations?
Mr. KURZMAN. I think it would be a great departure from normal

legislative procedures, Senator, to write in how many supervisors per
child or per unit would be required for all the varieties of settings
that are necessary. The booklet, Federal Interagency Day Care Re-
quirements, that Dr. Zigler has talked about runs to 17 pages, prob-
ably when they are refined, they will run even longer. I just don't
think that it is necessary to put that into statute. It isn't going to
make it any more enforceable in statute than it is in regulations.
The question is, what is the role and the ability of the Federal Gov-

ernment to monitor these things? That is why, Mr. Chairman, we
have proposed the delivery system we have.
Senator MONDALE. We will get to the delivery system later.
Mr. KIFRZIKAN. They are very much related, sir.
Senator MONDALE. It is your testimony today that your legislation

assures comprehensive day care? Is that right?
Mr. KITRZREAN. Our legislation, sir, assures the targeting of more

than custodial day care to the children of working families.
Senator MONDALE. Why don't you assure us that it is comprehensive

child development legislation? I suspect because it isn't.
Mr. KuRzAtAN. It can't be the ideal. We testified to that. Yes, sir.
Senator MONDALE. You keep testifying in the negative—talking

about what it is not. Can you tell us what it is?
Mr. K-criamAN. Dr. Zigler has repeatedly referred to the require-

ments that are here and in these "Federal Interagency Day Care Regu-
lations" the services called for are more than custodial. They are less
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than .what we believe from the things that you have mentioned, sir,
that you mean by comprehensive.
Senator MONDALE. Now, the present legislation, H.R. 1, has only

one sentence on the question of centers—"Such projects shall provide
for various types of child care needed in the light of the different
circumstances and the need of the children involved." Is that adequate,
in your opinion, to spell out the minimum safeguards?
Mr. KIIRZMAN. We think it is, if coupled with the legislation which

we proposed to the subcommittee. In our specifications we state that
we believe that there should be cross-references to H.R. 1 and title IV
so that the day care provided under those authorities will be provided
primarily to the extent that the system exists, through the system estab-
lished by the legislation in this committee. In this legislation, we pro-
pose that the Government set the standards.
Senator MONDALE. All right. Now, how many children do you esti-

mate are there who need day care or some other kind of help and how do
you break down those figures?
Dr. ZIGLER. Again, the figures are elusive on this. One approach is

that every child needs help, another approach is that only children in
dire poverty need help. If you take the figure of working mothers who
clearly need day care for their children, you are talking about 5 million.
Senator MONDALE. The first statistic is 5 million working mothers.

Is that working mothers of all incomes?
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes. In other words, they need that many slots, whereas

something on the order of about 5 million children need, pre-
schooler 

Senator MONDALE. That is'preschool ?
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes. There are)skots presently available for about 650,-

000 of these so you are talking bout a need there of some 4 million
or 41/2 million, roughly.
Senator MONDALE. SO, there woIld be 5 million preschool children—

preschoolers?
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. Approximately. Now, how many school-age chil-

dren?
Dr. ZIGLER. I don't know that figure. I can provide it for the record.

I would assume it must be at least that many more, perhaps more than
that.

Senator MONDALE. Could you give us the figure there as best you can
for the record? There might be 10 million.
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes.
(The information referred to, subsequently supplied, follows:)
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CHILDREN OF WORKING MOTHERS

State

United States__ .

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire _
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Number of Number of
Number of children children

children 0 to 5 of 6 to 14 of
of working working Percentage working
mothers I mothers 2 distribution mothers

25, 816, 000 5,808, 600 100. 0 3 15, 005,000

444, 960
27, 522
212,586
234,036

2,619, 550
283, 800
410, 586
67 , 122
154, 022
826, 320

100, 116
6, 192
47,832
52,658

589, 399
63, 855
92, 382
15, 102
34, 655
185, 922

1.7  
. 1  
.8  
.9  

10. 1  
1. 1  
1. 6  
.3  
.6  
3.2  

631,752 142,144 2.4  

93,786 21,102 .4  
91,212 20,067 .4  

1, 416, 228
650, 628

318, 651
146, 391

5. 4  
2.5  

355,674 80,027 1.4  
294,954 66,365 1.1  
349, 668 78, 675 1.3  
402. 864 90, 644 1. 5  
120, 450 27, 101 . 5  
485, 232 109, 177 1.9  
776, 754 174, 770 3.0  

1, 032, 042 232,209 4.0  
468, 930 105, 509 1. 8  
294, 954 66, 365 1. 1  
567,402
88, 638
196,218
68,838

127,665
19, 944
44,149
15,489

2.2
3

.8

.3
99, 858 22, 468 4

918, 984 206,771 3. 5
125, 664 28, 274 5

2, 561, 724 576, 388 9.8
688, 380 154, 886 2.6
76, 560 17, 226 3

1, 313, 268 295, 485 5. 0
303, 534 68, 295 1.2
247,764 55,747 4

1, 518, 330 341, 624 5.8

216,018 48,604 8
355, 674 80, 627 1. 4
87, 780
516 , 978

19, 751
116, 320

3
2.0

1, 363, 032 306, 682 5.2
136,818
54, 118

30,784
121, 919

597,432 134,422
408,870 91,996
184, 140 41,432
553,872 124,621
45,606 10,261

5
2

2. 3
1.6
7

2. 1
.2

l(a) 1971 Report, Women's Bureau, Department of Labor, Miss E. Waldman, (b) Figures from the Special Labor Force
Report No. 78, October 1966 Issue of the Month, labor force projections, by State, 1970 and 1980. (c) Working mother has
an average of 2.2 children.

2 22.5 percent of children of workings mothers are age 0 to 5. (1971 Report Women's Bureau, Department of Labor.
3 Figure arrived at by elimination of children 0 to 5 and 15 to 17 yerars of age from total figure.

•

Senator MONDALE. What are the numbers for the families of work-
ing mothers eligible under the poverty guidelines of H.R. 1?
Dr. ZIGLER. I don't have that figure, Senator, I will have to provide

that for the record.
(The following was subsequently supplied for the record:)
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No. of famiilies of working mothers eligible under H.R. 1

1. Total number of working mothers1  11, 840, 000
2. Families earning under $4,320 2 (percent)  17. 3
3. Apply percentage under No. 2 to No. 1 :

Number below poverty line  2, 076, 000
Number above poverty line  9, 764, 000

From press release, Bureau of Labor Statistics, DOL, May 26, 1971-table 2.
Income in 1969 of families and persons in the II S.S, CPS, Series, P. 60, No. 25, Dec. 14,

1970, table 10.

Senator MONDALE. Can you give us some approximation and then
supply the specifics for the record? I won't hold you to those figures
but I am just trying to get an idea.
Dr. ZIGLER. Let's see yes, I have some fairly good figures for it.

In the 3-to-5 age there is 2.7 million, roughly 
Senator MONDALE. Do you have 0 to 3?
Dr. ZIGLER. That included 3.
Senator MONDALE. 0 to 2?
Dr. ZIGLER. Zero to two would be another million, approximately.
Senator MONDALE. Why do you break it down by 0 to 2 and 3 to 5?

You have no intention of providing day care for the 0 to 2?
Dr. ZIGLER. As you know, in this whole period it is voluntary.

Secondly, while we certainly will need good care for a mother to work
in this age 0 to 2, I, personally, along with other workers in the field
have a great deal of reservation about group care for children in this
age range, Senator.

Senator MONDALE. But this might be, as Dr. Schaeffer's study showed
here in Washington, a good time to be working with parents in the
home.
Dr. ZIGLER. That is right.
Senator MONDALE. What are your estimates about the trends of

working mothers? Incidentally, how many working mothers do you
estimate there are now?
Dr. ZIGLER. Approximately 12 million.
Senator MONDALE. What has the trend been for working mothers?
Dr. ZIGLER. It has gone up quite steeply since approximately 1940

when we had 10 percent. The last figures I have seen are in the neigh-
borhood of 45 percent. With extrapolation, it would be something on
the order of 70 percent by the end of 1980.
Senator MONDALE. So that there is a very dramatic trend in the

direction of working mothers. Is that correct?
Dr. ZIGLER. Very dramatic.
Senator MONDALE. What are the reasons for that do you think?
Dr. ZIGLER. I think there are a variety of reasons not the least of

which is the dissatisfaction of women in the conventional wife-mother
role, part of which is, as Professor Bronfenbrenner pointed out, the
denigration of this role in this society.
Second, there have been rather prosperous economic times in which

employment was readily available for women and then, finally, I
don't think we could discount the blossoming recently of the women's
liberation movement in this country in which women simply want to
do other things. So, a combination of factors has given rise to this
phenomenon. It snowballed for a very simple reason and that is a not
too subtle shift of the values of our society. So, all of these elements



•

862

have combined to give us what is essentially a social revolution in this
country.
Senator MONDALE. A social revolution that is yet ahead of us, I

gather by those projections, because they would constitute 70 percent
of the mothers by 1980, you estimate.
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. How many working mothers are there now, ap-

proximately? Do you know?
Dr. ZIGLER. The total number of working mothers is approximately

12 million.
Senator MONDALE. Can you break that down by the number of work-

ing mothers above the poverty line and the number below?
Dr. ZIGLER. If there are working mothers, you are not going to

find a very high percentage among the poor because once you work,
you generally make enough money to be above the poverty line. So,
most working mothers are above the poverty line, with the exception
of some very low service and domestic and employees and part-time
workers. I would guess that you are talking about something on the
order of 2 million.
Senator MONDALE. If you have more specific figures on that would

you submit them for the record?
Dr. ZIGLER. I would be happy to, Senator.

• Senator MONDALE. How many mothers below the poverty line are
likely to be working mothers if they were provided decent day care
services?
Dr. ZIGLER. We have tried to corner that figure and again, we are

having some problems with it. We have used the WIN experience and
it is quite heterogeneous around the country. We have gotten figures
anywhere from 20 to 80 percent. The age of the child enters in here.
Obviously, a parent with a very, very young infant wants to be at
home. But, we will look at the figures we have, which I don't find
terribly satisfactory, and give you our best estimate for the record.
(The following was subsequently supplied for the record:)

NUMBER OF WELFARE MOTHERS NOT WORKING BECAUSE OF LACK OF ADEQUATE
'CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS

In view of the number of children on welfare requiring child care in order for
their mothers to work, it is not surprising that a number of studies conducted
by and for the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in recent years
have pointed up the major barrier to employment of welfare mothers that lack of
child care represents:
A study conducted by the Bureau of 'Social 'Science Research in 1969 entitled

"Welfare Policy and Its Consequences for the Recipient Population: A /Study
of the AFDC Program" identified domestic responsibilities as one of the three
major obstacles to employment. After outlining other barriers to employment,
the study added (p. 126) that "in many cases it was felt that these could be
averdome if suitable child care arrangements were available, and many (mothers)
would prefer employment to welfare if such arrangements could be made. . . . It
was, naturally enough the younger women. . . who were most often kept from
working because there were no child care arrangements available."
An article by Dr. Perry Levinson, "How Employable Are AFDC Women?"

appearing in the July-August 1970 issue of Welfare in Review showed that almost
two-thirds of the AFDC Mothers identified poor availability of day care or dis-
satisfaction with day care arrangements as conditions limiting or preventing
their employment, while more than three-fourth's of the mothers listed "young
children" as an employment barrier.
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A study by Irene Cox, "The Employment of Mothers as a Means of Family
Support" appearing in the November—December 1970 issue of Welfare in Review
estimated that 45 percent to 55 percent of AFDC mothers. are potentially em-
ployable because of age, education, and work experience but that two major bar-
riers deter employment, the presence of young children being one of them.
A study entitled "Impediments to Employment," completed in 1969 for the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare by Greenleigh Associates con-
cluded (p. 83) that "responsibility for the care of children was an impediment
to employment mentioned as frequently as lack of job skills by the women in
low-income households." In an earlier assessment of the employment potential
of AFDC mothers in Cook County, Greenleigh Associates found that "the most
serious deterrent to employment was lack of child care. Over two-fifths of the
grantees could not be employed because they had too many young children to
make day care a practical solution. Another two-fifths could take advantage of
day care facilities if such services were provided" (quoted in "Impediments to
Employment," p. 87).
A report by the National Analysis for the Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare dated October 1970 found (p. 27) that "child care responsibilities
. . . constitute the largest reported obstacle for the [AFDC] women who are
not in the market for a job. . . . More than one-half (51%) of the women re-
port child care responsibilties as a major reason for failing to seek employment."
Source : pp. 1-3 "Child Care" Data and Materials, Committee on Finance, U.S.

Senate 1971.

Senator MONDALE. Now, the whole thrust of H.R. 1 is dealing with
the families below this theoretical poverty line that we have estab-
lished. Yet, the vast bulk of mothers working are above that line. What
are the consequences of the failure to have a national program for
comprehensive child care for these children?
Dr. ZIGLER. The consequence has been that we have many children

in makeshift arrangements, including "latchkey" children—children
cared for by older siblings and children in unlicensed centers. Most
of these mothers simply make their own arrangements for their
children. Now, one doesn't have to be totally Cassandra-ish about it.
Many of these mothers do work out very good arrangements for their
children, especially our more affluent middle class women who can bring
in some lady who can take care of the child and really what you have
in these homes is a mother substitute. But, as you go down toward
the poverty line, the situation of the children as a result becomes more
and more dire.
Senator MONDALE. It is right there where one probably ought to be

most concerned about what is happening to those children?
Dr. ZIGLER. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. Now, would you say that there are substantial

numbers of children, then, who are possibly being damaged in this
category of nonpoor, as we define it, 'by the failure to provide some
kind of national programs for their care and development?
Dr. ZIGLER. Well, I guess tying your question to a national effort

is a little bit troublesome to me. If the question is, whether these chil-
dren are being damaged as a result of not having proper care, the
answer is certainly, yes.
Senator MONDALE. That gets me to the next question. Many people

in this field believe that it is terribly important that children from
disadvantaged home, children who have been cheated with poor nutri-
tion, poor health and lack of stimulation, would benefit greatly by
child development settings in which there are children with higher
social and economic backgrounds. Do you agree with that and if so,
why doesn't this legislation try to bring about such a thing?
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Mr. KTJRZMAN. We do, Mr. Chairman, and my testimony very
specifically dealt with that. We are proposing that there be a sliding
scale, fee-paid basis for those who are above the poverty line and that
there not be any isolation of those children from below the poverty
line from those above it.

Senator MONDALE. What do you estimate will be the numbers of
above poverty line children in this program?
Mr. KURZMAN. Much will turn on how many sponsors apply. We

are talking in our proposal about an 80 to 20 sharing of Federal and
State and local costs.
'Senator MONDALE. Is there any funding at all in your measure for

this?
Mr. Ic-crRzmAisr. No, sir. Our proposal is to use the doubled budget

that we are talking about through this system that we are proposing.
Senator MONDALE. And, you say you will make it possible for chil-

dren from higher social and economic backgrounds to participate in
day care centers—but without any new funding?
Mr. KIJRZMAN. That is correct, sir; if they are going to pay for their

service. The question is the creation of adequate facilities and our first
purpose, our definition of the Federal role, is to create sufficient re-
sources so that the children of working families below the poverty line
are taken care of and to the extent of Federal resources, to provide
services for children of families below the poverty line whose parents
are not working. With the creation of those facilities and payment of
fees by those above the poverty line, this will bring in a mixture.

Senator MONDALE. But, am I correct that this mixture, under your
proposal, anybody above $4,200 would have to pay the full costs?
There is no money in there at this time for sharing part of the cost?

• Mr. KITRZMAN. No, sir: I don't think that is quite fair. I think that
the funds that we are talking about under this bill, which would be
primarily the Headstart and other economic opportunity funds, could
pay for the very beginning of that scale on some matching basis. But,
of course, there would have to be a sliding scale and a tapering off.

Senator MONDALE. Two years ago, I tacked on an amendment to the
Ileadstart program that authorized the same strategy, to bring chil-
dren above the Poverty line into the program on a sliding fee basis.
Can you tell us how many children there are now in that program, in
that category?
Dr. ZIGLER. We do not have those figures, Senator. What happened

was that the shift of the HeadStart from 0E0 to HEW caused a little
time lag in the development of the fee schedule and getting it out
into the country. I think our best estimate is that the number of non-
poor children in the program is 10 percent.
, Senator MONDALE. And, are they paving some kind of sliding fee?

• Dr. ZIGLER. We have the fee schedule out now and fees are being
collected in those cases where, depending upon the family income, it
is appropriate.

Senator MONDALE. Could you submit for the record that sliding fee
schedule and the numbers that you think are participating in the
program now?
Dr. ZIGLER. I could get that.
Senator MONDALE. You don't have to do that now, just for the record.
(The following was subsequently supplied for the record:)
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HEADSTART POLICY

Instruction 1-30, Section B-1, Subparagraph e, Fees Policy

HEADSTART FEES POLICY

1-30-le (1). The current policy whereby local Headstart grantees may admit
at their discretion and in accord with locally developed criteria not more than
10% of their enrolled Headstart children from families whose income exceeds the
poverty line index continues without change. (Part B, Section lb, Headstart
Manual of Policies and Instruction, p. 7)
(2.) Those families whose income exceeds the poverty income guidelines at the

time of enrollment of their child or children in either summer or full year Head-
start must pay a fee according to the attached schedule. 'A family pays a fee for
one child, irrespective of the number of children of that family served by
Headstart.

(3.) Fees may not be charged to families whose Income falls below the poverty
index. Headstart programs may, however, sell day care services to welfare de-
partments or other organizations for AFDC recipients, WIN manpower enrollees,
or enrollees in other Federal programs. In such cases, purchasers must pay the
full cost of the Headstart service. In no case may the overall quality level of a
Headstart program be reduced because a welfare department or other organiza-
tion purchases day care from Headstart.
(4). If 'the income of a family changes after a child has been enrolled in a

Head Start program, the fee should be redetermined to reflect such change within
90 days. If the family's.income decreases by 15% or more, the readjustment of
fees should occur within 30 days.

(5). The fee shall be collected directly from the family or it may be paid by
some other group or individual on that family's behalf.

Waiver
Grantees may authorize individual exceptions or adjustments to the payment

of fees under this policy. Exceptions may only be granted under a locally de-
veloped policy which shall be based principally on criteria related to unusual
family financial conditions making fee payments a hardship, e.g., unusually high
medical bills, the need for special additional support of any member of the
family and so on. Such local policy must have the approval of the appropriate
Head Start policy group. In addition, it, as well as records of individual excep-
tions granted shall be available for review by appropriate HEW regional office
officials.
The Office of Economic Opportunity has concurred with the attached Fee

Schedule for Head Start. Publication of the Fee Schedule was initiated on
June 29, 1971, and it is to be distributed to Head Start grantees once printing
is completed.
What we are sending.—Instruetion 1-30, Section 1, !Subparagraph e, Head

Start Fees Policy.
Manual material to be replaced—None.
What you should do.—File attached Head Start Fees Policy in loose leaf

notebook.
BACKGROUND

The Economic Opportunity Act Amendments of 1969 contain the following pro-
visions which relate to Project Head 'Start:
"Pursuant to such regulations as the Director [of the Office of Economic Oppor-

tunity] may prescribe, (authority to issue such regulations has been delegated
to the Office of Child Development, Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare) persons who are not members of low-income families may be permitted to
receive services in projects assisted under this paragraph. A family which is not
low income shall be required to make payment, or have payment made in its
behalf, in whole or in part for such services where the family's income is, or
becomes 'through employment or otherwise, such as to make such payment
appropriate."
This Instruction implements the statutory provision permitting children from

non-poor families to 'participate in the program but requires that children of
non-poor families who participate in the program pay a fee for such participa-
tion. The report accompanying the legislation points out, however, that Head
Start should continue to focus on children from poor families and that "the very
poor children are to have a diStinct preference."
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USE OF FUNDS

Funds received under this policy shall be used to expand the coverage of the
local Head Start program. The funds received and the cast category for which
the funds were spent shall be reported to the granting agency semi-annually on
OAP 25b for information purposes only. These funds shall be subject to the same
audit requirements as funds received from Federal sources. Funds received un-
der this fees policy may not be used to make up any part of the non-Federal share
requirement.

EFFECTIVE DATE

This policy is effective with respect to all children who are covered by Head
Start on or after September 1, 1971.

DEFINITIONS
Poverty line index
The level of income as defined by the Office of Economic Opportunity below

which a family is considered eligible for participation in 0E0 programs. (0E0
instruction 6004-1b)

Income
Gross income of the family for the twelve months before enrollment of the

child in Head Start or for the calendar year previous to enrollment, whichever is
lower.

Cost of services received by the child
Those general and specific costs associated with the administration and opera-

tion of the program divided by the number of children served by the program.
The costs should include general administrative overhead and all costs of serv-
ices received by the children as a group. If the child does not receive some of
available health services or transportation or any other specific service, the costs
of such services shall not be included in the fee. Each program must determine
the costs of its own operation. Such decisions are subject to review by the Assist-
ant Regional Director for Head Start and Child Development, as well as the
Head Start policy group.

HEADSTART FEES SCHEDULE

If gross annual family

(A)Annual

income is more than 1—
But less
than—

(B)

fee
shall be

following per-
centage of—

(C)

The annual
cost of

Headstart
(per family)

(D)

But shall
not exceed—

(E)

0 $5,500 0 (2) 0
$5,500 6,000 $10 (2) $100
$6,000 6, 500 20 (2) 320
$6,500 7,000 30 (2) 480
$7,000 7, 500 40 (2) 650
$7,500 8, 000 50 (2) 800
$8,000 8, 500 60 (2) 950
$8,500 9,000 70 (2) 1,020
$9,000 9,500 75 (2) 1,205
$9,500 10, 000 80 (2) 1,280
$10,000 10,500 85 (2) 1,360
$10,500 11,000 90 (2) 1,440
$11,000 11,500 95 (2) 1,520
$11,500 100 (2) 1,600

1 The income levels in cols. A and B refer to a family of 4. For each additional member in a nonfarm family add $600
and for each additional member in a farm family add $500. For example, a nonfarm family of 5 with a gross income up
to $6,100 and a farm family of 5 with a gross income up to $6,000 would pay no fee.

2 To be computed by each Headstart program.

Note: When figuring income, allow 25 percent increase for Alaska and 10 percent increase for Hawaii.

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., June 15, 1971.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Children and Youth, Committee on Labor and

Public Welfare, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am enclosing herewith a statement of the Adminis-

tration's position on day care and child development legislation pending before
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your Subcommittee. The enclosed legislative specifications represent, in our
opinion, a workable, unified system for administering the various child care
programs now in place and soon to be enacted by the Congress.
We appreciate having the opportunity to present this material to the Sub-

committee at this time and would be happy to work with the Subcommittee
in its consideration of this highly important measure on behalf of the welfare
of the nation's children.

Sincerely,

Enclosure.
PURPOSE

ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON,
Secretary.

The purpose of the Comprehensive Child Development Act would be to 1)
consolidate and coordinate Federal day care and child development programs;
2) assist in the development of a primary system for the delivery of day care
and child development services under such programs; and 3) establish two
principal targets for the provision of services under such programs: (a) the
provision of day care services for children of low-income working families and
(b) the provision of child development services for children regardless of the
work status of their parents, to the extent permitted by •budgetary resources
and with priority to economically disadvantaged children.

FUNDING

Funds authorized under this Act would be expended primarily for the pur-
pose of (b) above; funds authorized under other acts would be expended
primarily for the purpose of (a) above. Funds authorized under this Act would
not exceed the amounts already budgeted for Head Start and other Economic
Opportunity Act child development and day care programs.

Relationship to other legislation:
The Head Start and other child development and day care authorities under

the Economic Opportunity lAct would be repealed and re-enacted for the purpose
of (b) above. The other Federal authorities, such as the pending H.R. 1 day care
legislation and the existing Title IV Social Security Act day care authority,
would be cross-referenced in general language to indicate that services made
available under this Act may 'be purchased with funds provided under the
referenced authorities.

Primary day care and child development system:
The legislation would establish a system of prime sponsors at 'State and local

levels, as a primary vehicle for Federal funding of day care and child develop-
ment services which may be used for category (a) above and which shall be
used for (b) above. The Federal role under alL day care authorities would be
the profision to such sponsors of:
(a) planning grants: grants, contracts, and technical assistance for resource

creation (construction, renovation, and training) ; and for no longer than a 24-
month period (with the same exceptions as provided under H.R. 1 day care)
for initial operating expenses;
(b) funds through vendor payments, under other Federal authorities, and to

the extent appropriate under this authority primarily for other operating and
capital expenses; and
(c) where necessary and to the extent that budgetary limits permit, funds

through grants, contracts and technical assistance for other operating and capital
expenses.

ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS

Within the populations described above, "children" would be defined as be-
tween the ages of 0 to 14 years of age, with priority to economically disadvantaged
and pre-school children (to the extent consistent with the purposes and provisions
of H.R. 1). "Economically disadvantaged children" would be defined as children
from Indian and migrant families and families whose annual income is below
the H.R. 1 breakeven point.

Children from families above the H.R. 1 breakeven point would be eligible to
receive services on a fee basis with the fees on a sliding scale related to income.
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Program organization and administration:
Prime Sponsors.—The prime sponsor would be the unit of General Purpose

Government eligible to receive Federal funds to plan and operate or provide for
the operation of child development programs under the bill. The prime sponsor
will, typically, designate a government agency which will carry out the purpose
of this Act in the area to be served.
While the prime sponsor mechanism would be mandated for category (b) above,

it would also be available for category (a) above (planning, resource creation,
and administration of child care programs in response to needs identified by DOL
to support H.R. 1) and for the provision of child care under Titles IV A & B, SSA.
When the prime sponsor mechanism is utilized for (a) above, special procedures •
would be utilized for compliance with H.R. 1, as noted under the Grant Applica-
tions section.
To be recognized by DHEW as a prime sponsor, the applicant must describe the

area to be served, the proposed method of establishing a Child Development
Council (discussed below), and the proposed composition of that Council. The
application for designation may accompany either: a) an application for a plan-
ning grant; or b) a request for Federal funds pursuant to a prime sponsor plan.

Eligible prime sponsors of a Comprehensive Child Development Program would
be:

(a) Any State
Where the State is the prime sponsor it has the option of administering the

program directly or delegating operation to local organizations.

(b') Any city with a population of 500,000 or more
For cities with a population of 500,000 or more an option for self-designation

as prime sponsor is available if the chief elected offical requests such a designa-
tion through the Governor. The Governor would have the opportunity to review
and comment on the local application and plan, but he could disapprove it only
if he found the provisions of the city's application or plan to be inconsistent wth
Federal law. The city involved would then be able to take an appeal to the Sec-
retary. In the case of local self-designation, it would be up to the 'State and the
Chief elected local official involved to determine who will pay the non-Federal
share, except that if the State had delegated operation of the program to other
local jurisdictions (such as a region, for example) it would have to make the
same proportionate contribution of non-Federal funds to the self-designated city
as it had to other local jurisdictions.

(0) Any Federally recognized Indian Reservation
Child Development Councils.—Bach prime sponsor would operate in conjunc-

tion with a Child Development iCouncil. Such council would be appointed by the
chief elected official of the prime sponsor jurisdiction, with 25% of the council
made up of parents representative of the 'population served. Parents would be
defined as those whose children are presently in a child development program or
whose children have participated in such a program within the five years imme-
diately preceding their selection for membership on the Council. The Council
would be broadly representative of the unit or units of government, the public
and private health, education, welfare, employment training, and parent and
child service agencies in the prime sponsorship area.
Functions.—The Child Development Council would work with the chief elected

official or lead agency of the prime sponsor to insure integrated delivery of serv-
ices to children and their families by coordinating the planning of services pro-
vided under this and other authorities assisting children and their families. The
Council would help develop both prime sponsor plans and project applications for
child development programs. The Council would also review such plans or appli-
cations 'but would not have veto power. It would, of course, have the opportunity
to make its comments public.

FUNCTIONS OF GENERAL PURPOSE GOVERNMENT/OPERATING AGENCIES

• The major responsibilities of General Purpose 'Government/Operating Agencies
Would be as follows:

a. to establish the CDC
b. to develop the prime sponsor plan in consultation with the CDC
c. to finally approve the prime sponsor plans
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•

d. to designate the operating agency
e. to monitor and evaluate the programs
f. to insure that the prime sponsor plans would facilitate service integration

Grant application
The prime sponsor plan would include an overall summary of the program to be

administered by the iState agency and sub-unit plans if any exist. A detailed de-
scription would be required only for such aspects of the program that are funded
by Federal monies. This detailed description would include an acceptable intra-
State allocation of the Federal funds to be used.
For those funds to be expended for the purpose of meeting H.R. 1 objectives,

the language and regulations of H. R. 1 would pertain. For those funds author-
ized under this Act, the prime sponsor plan would include two parts:
Part 1.—Short form assurances that the prime sponsor would comply with

statutory requirements, which serves as the legal base for enforcement. One of
the major assurances the prime sponsor would have to make is that the operating
agency would take all necessary steps to insure coordinated planning and ad-
ministration of programs funded under this Act and coordination with other
programs serving children.
Part 2.—An operating plan, which among other things identifies child develop-

ment needs, describes the purposes for which the funds would be used, and states
the output criteria upon which the programs would be evaluated. The extent to
which these plans would be subject to HEW approval would be as minimal as
possible, except to ensure that they contain the categories of information and
data required. This follows the approach taken last year in the proposed Social
Services, Title XX legislation and recognizes that our major purpose would be
to encourage careful planning but not to dictate adherence to specific criteria for
operation of programs.

Project applicants:
Prime sponsors would provide assistance by grant, loan or contract to any

public or private group for projects outlined by the comprehensive child develop-
ment plan. Among those agencies eligible for funding would be single-purpose
Head Start agencies, community development corporations, local education agen-
cies, Indian organizations, labor unions, business organizations, employee and
labor unions, business organizations, or labor-management organizations.

Payments:
Federal matching would be at a rate of 80% for the child development pro-

grams, except the Secretary may increase the Federal share when deemed neces-
sary to meet the needs of economically disadvantaged children. In the case of
programs serving Indians and Migrants, the Federal government would pay 100%
of the program costs.

Grant administration:
All funds authorized under this bill would be allocated directly to prime

sponsors.
Under H.R. 1, regardless of whether the prime sponsor mechanism would be

utilized for child care services, funds for construction or renovation would be
administered directly by DHEW.
When the prime sponsor mechanism is employed in support of H.R. 1 day care,

startup grants (not to exceed 24 months) and operating expenses (for programs
under special circumstances as specified in H.R. 1) would be allocated to prime
sponsors. Vendor payment funds would be administered through the Department
of Labor.

DIRECT DHEW RESPONSIBILITIES

Facilities:
The legislation would authorize the Secretary of HEW to provide construction

grants and contracts covering a new child development facility, including equip-
ment. However, DHEW recommends no new funds for this purpose at present.

Training:
The legislation would authorize grants for training of professional and non-

professional personnel for projects under this Act. Further, the Secretary would
be authorized to award grants to individuals employed in child development
programs and to programs for inservice training. These funds would come from
requested Head Start authorizations and savings from the movement of H.R. 1
eligible children to day care funded through that source.

63-121 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 13



860

Federal Government child development programs:
This Act would not authorize the funding of child development programs for

Federal employees.

Evaluation and technical assistance:
The Secretary would be required, within 18 months, to make evaluations

enumerating and describing Federal activities affecting child development, and
to make recommendations to Congress. Further, the bill would require that the
Secretary make technical assistance available to prime sponsors and project
applicants or operators.

DHETV center for child development and evaluation:
This legislation Would give DHEW authority for research and demonstration

grants or contracts to public or private groups for: a) testing methods for de-
livering day care, child development and other children's services; b) for de-
veloping innovative approaches for working with children; c) for developing
child advocacy programs; and d) developing programs for training youth in
parenting. Further, the legislation would establish a Child Development Research
Council in DREW representing various Federal agencies, for the purpose of co-
ordinating child development research efforts. Funds to support this effort would
come from Headstart and other existing research authorities.

Federal standards and uniform code for facilities:
The Secretary would not promulgate standards or specifications concerning

the educational curricula to be employed in day care or child development pro-
grams. However, the legislation would provide that the Secretary would pro-
mulgate Federal standards pertaining to the group care of children of different
age groups where Federal funds are involved. These standards would be known
as the Revised Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements, which the Admin-
istration has repeatedly testified will govern day care under H.R. 1.
A draft of these requirements would be made available to state and local

officials, private day care providers, and consumers for review and comment
prior to final publication and application of the standards to Federally-funded
day care programs.
The legislation would also provide that the Secretary appoint an advisory

committee to develop a uniform code for facilities which would be applicable
to Federally-financed child development programs. (Such standards are now
being developed in support of H.R. 1.)

Repeal, consolidation and coordination:
Effective July 1973, the following statutes would be amended to repeal au-

thority to operate day care programs:
Section 123 ( a ) (6) EOA
Section 162(b) Economic Opportunity Act
Section 222(a) (1) Economic Opportunity Act—Head Start
Section V—B, Economic Opportunity Act

Further, •the Secretary would be required: a) to coordinate Title I, ESEA
and Follow Through programs with the programs authorized under this Act;
b) to insure that joint technical assistance efforts between OCD and OE are
established.
The Secretary would prescribe regulations and make arrangements as neces-

sary to insure that suitable child development programs under this Act would
be available to children receiving aid or services under Titles IV—A and B of
the Social Security Act.

Dr. ZIGLER. Excuse me, Senator. If I might expand somewhat on
Mr. Kurzman.'s statement, we are very committed to this concept of
heterogeneous mixing of children and our hope is that with the passage
of H.R. 1, many of the children who are presently in the Headstart
program will become, in fact, eligible for care under H.R. 1. As we
move those children into the program with the much larger sums
of money that would be available there, this will free certain
amount of money that will allow us to follow a fee schedule and
indeed bring about this social and economic mix. Of course, what we
can do will be limited by the funds that we have.
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• Senator MONDALE. New, 1 received a very excellent letter from you
on that question and I would like to include that in the record at this
point. It contains an excellent review and discussion of some of the
studies that have been done on the value and effect of socio-economic
integration.
(The information referred to follows:)
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201

MAY 3 1971

Honorable Walter F. Mondale
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

OFFICE OF CHILD
DEVELOPMENT

• I am writing in response to your April 23 request for information concern-ing socioeconomic diversity in child development programs and servicesavailable to children in other countries. I apologize for the delay inmy response.

The effects of socioeconomic mixing on the development of children may bedescribed as follows:

That children learn from one another is a well documented phenomenon.Hartup (1970) reports that child-child interactions "during infancy andchildhood are closely linked with changes in sensory-motor capacities,cognitive skills, and the development of impulse control." (Vol. 2,p. 368). Particular interest has been focused upon the question ofwhether a mix of middle and lower socioeconomic status (SES) children is ofbenefit to both groups in the classroom. A major stimulus for this interestwas the finding of James Coleman (1966) that the achievement of lower SESchildren was greater in settings in which such children were mixed with amajority of middle-class children. Considerable research on characteristicsof children of different SES backgrounds Leveals why this should be the case:in the area of language development, researchers have found that aspects ofphonology, vacabulary, and sentence structure are more advanced for childrenof upper socioeconomic status than for children of lower socioeconomic status;in the area of communication, several authors have indicated that the numberand kinds of perspectives utilized in communicating and the style of
communication vary as a function of socioeconomic status; and, perhaps mostimportant of all, there is fairly consistent evidence that higher SES isassociated with greater achievement motivation (See Hess, 1970, Vol. 2,
pp. 457-557), for a comprehensive review of research on these variables.)In effect,middle class children are generally more likely to have the verbaland conceptual skills and the motivations which enable them to succeed morethan lower SES children in those areas of activity upon which our societyplaces highest value.
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At the same time, lower SES children have been found to have attributes
which middle class children could profitably model. While it would not be
correct to completely accept the view that lower SES children are "better
adjusted" than those of the middle class, several investigators have found
that lower SES children tend to be less subject to the excessive guilt,
repressed hostility, and driving anxiety of their middle class counterparts.
(Davis & Havighurst, 1946, Clausen and Williams, 1963;D. Miller and Swanson,
1960; Zigler and Phillips, 1960). An interesting experiment which
demonstrates this point is that of Alper, Blane, and Abrams (1955), in which
middle and lower SES children were presented with the opportunity to finger-
paint. As predicted, the middle-class children showed a lower tolerance for
getting dirty, for staying dirty, and for the products they produced while
dirty; their training in neatness and orderliness had apparently inhibited
their ability to take pleasure in a creative--but messy--activity. The
spontaneity and emotional expressiveness of lower SES Mexican-American
children has been suggested by Dr. Lois Murphy as an attribute which middle-
class children should be offered as a model, and many expert observers have
pointed to the earlier independence and physical courage demonstrated by
lower, as compared to middle, SES children.

Experiments designed to assess the effects of mixing children of different
socioeconomic backgrounds have, unfortunately, tended to measure only the
improvement on various dimensions of the poorer children. That such
improvements do occur is well-documented. Boger, et al (1969) tested the
hypothesis that disadvantaged children learn more from interaction with
advantaged children in Head Start classrooms than when grouped with other
disadvantaged children. Variables measured in this study were cognition,
socialization, and language skills. The results indicated that the
intellectual achievement, task persistence, verbal skills, and self concept
of the disadvantaged children improved in the mixed classroom setting. In a
similar study, Henderson (1969) mixed disadvantaged Mexican-American children
with middle class Anglo peers, and found that the Mexican-American children
made greater intellectual gains than similar children in no program or in
Head Start.

We are only now beginning to document the beneficial effects of socioeconomic
mixing on the development of middle class children. Platoff (1966) reports
that the integration of equal numbers of disadvantaged and advantaged children
in a three month preschool experience resulted in all children making some
gains in scores on Stanford-Binet, Columbia Test of Mental Maturity, and
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tests. Ongoing research now being sponsored by
the Office of Child Development explores the ratio of economic mix that is
most beneficial to both groups of children; e.g., Dr. Clyde Reese is now
conducting a study in rural Arkansas in which 90/10, 75/25, and 50/50 ratios
of lower to middle SES children are being tested in order to determine what
is most beneficial for the development of cognitive skills, communication
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skills, and social awareness in preschool children. Dr. Mary Burton is
investigating the effects of socioeconomic mix of children on parent
participation in the preschool and in the family situation. Results of
these studies should be available late this year.

Of paramount importance to any discussion of the effects of mixing unlike
children, however, should be not the acquisition of particular skills or
traits one from the other, but the development of respect for cultural
variation and a tolerance for individual differences. There can be little
question but that our whole society suffers from the racial, ethnic, and
socioeconomic cleavages which are so pervasive among its adult members.

Hartup (1970) reports that the norms which determine "in" and "out" groups
are much less obvious and pervasive in young children's peer groups than in
groups of older children. Similarly, Stevenson and Stevenson (1960),
McCandless and Hoyt (1961), Campbell and Yarrow (1958), and Lambert and
Taguchi (1956) report no strong rejection of children of unlike race among
integrated groups of preschool children; such rejection is prevalent among
older children. It cannot be asserted that early exposure to different kinds
of children in a preschool setting will bring about permanent innoculation
against irrational and destructive social prejudices; a broad array of efforts
will be required to bring about the kind of changes we desire. It can be
said with some confidence, however, that our society will have a better
chance of achieving social harmony if we begin by bringing our youngest
members together.

The Office of Child Development has commissioned a complete analysis of
research on the subject of SES mixing of young children, which shall be
forwarded to you as soon as it is available. References for this section
are attached.

With respect to foreign experience with child development and day care
programs, there are many programs of material interest to the United States
now being conducted in European countries. Of course, as is the case in the
United States, greater differences exist within each of the count-ries than
between the best examples of each country. Yet differences in national
commitment, method of financing, staffing, staff training, supervision,
methodology, etc., merit consideration as a basis for the determination of
the kind of programs which we would want to develop. The following list
attempts to highlight the particular aspects of programs in various countries
which have unusual interest or merit, in full recognition that philosophy or
ideology, social structure, and other vital factors may make comparison,
rather than adoption, our main thrust.

1. The Soviet Union or Czechoslovakia. An "Iron Curtain" country with
a fully developed preschool program merits study. Soviet expenditures •
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for such programs, as estimated by Dr. Urie Bronfenbrenner, are
equal to the amount spent on their space program. In Czechoslovakia,
where the program is financed by a tax on all families with children,
there is, as in the U.S.S.R., an emphasis on group norms and
training geared to specific stages of development. Training in these
countries begins at very early ages, i.e., approximately ten months.

Poland has a program known as the "zlobek tygOdniowy" or weekly
nursery, which has particular relevance to deprived children. As the
name implies, children reside in the centers during the week and then
return to their homes for the weekend. This sort of program is
especially useful where a child's housing situation is less than
adequate, or there is concern for his welfare due to a large number
of children in the family. Of particular interest, also in Poland,
is a housing structure consisting of houses built in a square, with
four entrances to the surrounding streets and an open area inside.
These complexes are physically built to operate as small sub-
communities, as housing and child care are both involved. The open
area on the inside of the block has play fields and equipment, day
care programs, etc. Thus the hazards of children crossing streets,
going away from their homes, etc., are virtually eliminated.

2 France's infant nurseries and preschools both rate consideration.
There is a very high percentage of children in the preschool system
and somewhat less in the nurseries. Neighborhood family day care is
also used. The Socialist countries have the best developed curriculums
for young children, but outside of this group, France has what many
feel is the strongest. The French occupation of "caretaker" also
merits special consideration in relation to staffing of programs in
Our country.

3. A comparison of the English Infant Schools discussed at some length
Charles Silberman's Crisis in the Classroom, with our preschool child
development programs would be valuable.

4. Denmark is perhaps the most notable of the Scandinavian countries in
the area of programs for young children. The Danes have a broad,
locally based, extensive preschool program. It is government supported,
with guidelines set up by the central government and administration
carried out at the municipal level. The programs stress individuality
and involve extensive family participation. Sweden has a similar but
less expensive program. The child-care centers in both countries are
impressive in their design and overall beauty and, with few exceptions,
are well equipped and have capable staffing. Compared with the
Socialist countries, the emphasis on curriculum is not strong.
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5. Israel is notable as a picture of commitment to children, and
although our social settings differ, a variety of aspects be the
Israeli system are relevant to our program concerns.

6. Other particularly excellent centers we have identified include:
Loczi. the National Methodological Institute for Infant Care in
Budapest, and the Meters Baby Center in Athens, both of which are
exemplary institutions.

We will send you, in the near future, more extensive descriptive and
comparative material on child-care programs abroad, including bibliographic
references.

I appreciate this opportunity to be of assistance. Please do not hesitate
to call on me if you have further questions.

Sincerely,

Edward Zigler
Director

Encl. .

CHarmon, 5/17/71
cc:
DR. SALLY RYAN
reading
CLO
OS files
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Senator MONDALE. Now, let us turn for a moment, if we might, to
the question of sponsorship. It is the feeling of the coalition which
put together this bill and those of us who were working with them,
that the heart of a healthy program is to be found in working with
the parents and basing the thrust of the program from the beginning
on the health of the family. That was far more important than what
you might call, the thrust of forcing the mother out of the house to
work. In order to do that it was necessary to share the control of these
programs for comprehensive child care with local policy councils,
elected by the parents and the community.
We had another reason, too, and one which I feel very strongly about.

We have seen many, many examples of migrant programs, title I
programs, Indian programs, bilingual and bicultural programs where
outside paternalistic administrators have wasted a great deal of money
and in many cases, profoundly offended people of different languages,
and different cultures, different by sterile kinds of remote administra-
tion. Especially where we are dealing with what really ought to be
the most sacred institution in American life—the family—we have to
be awfully careful about how we intrude and be awfully certain that
we help in a way in which these families think that they most need,
not what some bureaucrat thinks they need.
For that reason, we really built on the community based Headstart

approach and strengthened it. Now, your approach, in effect, makes
the key element in the program, the States.
Forgive me for starting with the best example, but what will John

Bell Williams approve in Jackson, Miss., do you think, for the poor
black children of that State ?
Mr. K-critzmArr. I can't speculate on what any one State will do, but

I think our proposal, our notion here, is to arrive at the same end-
point that yours would. But, our feeling is that there is only one way
we can achieve that goal and that is to have a limited number of spon-
sors who are very carefully supervised in meeting the minimum
standards.
Those would be, of course, the title VI of the Civil Rights Act

requirements of nondiscrimination. But there would be more than
that, and we specified in our legislative specifications what they would
be, what the major assurances would be. We have referred already- to
the standards of quality that would have to be adhered to. Our notion
on this, Mr. Chairman, as I have said earlier, is that there would be
a great multiplicity, we think, in the range of 10,000 to 40,000 individ-
ual applicants. Running from neighborhood groups to community ac-
tion-type agencies, as in the case of Headstart, to citywide agencies,
all sorts of groups, even private, nonprofit groups, would be the
applicants to the prime sponsors that we envision receiving Federal
funds in the first instance.
Our concern is primarily that there be parent participation at the

policy level of the prime sponsor, whether it is a large city or a State,
or as we discussed in the exchange with Senator Javits, a large county
or some other subdiviison.
Senator MONDALE. But as I understand your proposal the parents

who participate would be selected by the Governor or big city mayor.
Is that correct? He would pick the advisors that he wants to hear
from, wouldn't he?
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•Mr. KITRZMAN. We would put in the requirement, as one of the Fed-eral requirements that parents be representative of the populationthat is served. That would be one of the things we could monitor, ifwe were talking about 100 sponsors. We couldn't monitor if we weretalking about 40,000 sponsors.
Senator MONDALE. Let us take Mississippi again, who picks the 25percent of the parents who would be on the State council?Mr. KITRZMAN. The Governor would.
Senator MONDALE. John Bell Williams?
Mr. KuRzatAN. He would have to do it so that he met the Federalstandards.
Senator MONDALE. What does that mean? With regard to height,or something?
Mr. KITRZMAN. No. The standard is that the parental participantsbe representative of the population served. Now, that is something thatwe could enforce and it is comparable to things we are enforcing allthe time at the Federal level, but it is not possible to do that on a40,000 unit basis.
Senator MONDALE. Well, you think that assures parental respon-siveness?
Mr. KITRZMAN. We have another point that we made on the testi-mony we also feel that parents should participate in the operationalprograms, particularly in the learning activities on a day-to-day basisin the center. That is the goal which-
Senator MONDALE. What I am concerned about is that we learn some-thing from the parents, too, not just that we teach them something.I think all of these programs suffer from, at least in my opinion, anerroneous but traditional assumption that parents and particularlythe poor parents don't know anything. In fact, it has been my im-pression that they not only know more about their children but aremore deeply committed to their development than any outsider couldpossibly be.
Yet, we seem so reluctant to give them anything to say about it.When we intervene into something as sacred and sensitive as thefamily, shouldn't we be awfully careful that we do it in a way thatsupports them and strengthens them, rather than imposes our notionson them?
Mr. KITRZMAN. I think we are imposing the notion of parental par-ticipation in the administration of the programs. To specify that everygroup must run a day care center in precisely this way, with just somany parents and just so many other people and just such a certaintype of council that may participate in this decision and that decision,as a Federal requirement for every one of tens of thousands of daycare centers all around the country, that just doesn't seem reasonableto us.
Senator MONDALE. Why do we have to worry about it? This is what Iam trying to get across. Consider some examples. The BIA, in responseto our plea that there be elected school boards with real power, setup the same kind of arrangement you are suggesting. They set upadvisory committees to advise the local bureaucrat who ran the school.

I happened to come in to one of those meetings and I happened to seethe agenda that he had set up for the committee that he had picked.The key point was whether dogs should be permitted on the
playground.
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Look at the emergency school assistance program designed to assist
desegregation. Money was spent in support of segregation many times
and there was reluctance to set up the biracial committees that were
required. Or consider the Indian education program, the title I pro-
gram, the Johnson-O'Malley funds, the migrant programs. It seems
to be there has been an enormous reluctance on the part of many of
us to permit the families in the communities we claim that we wish
to help, to have anything meaningful to say about these programs.
That is where they often break down.
Dr. ZIGLER. Senator, if I could speak to that? Certainly, the admin-

istration is concerned about having programs that are responsive to
consumers, no question about that. The question is, the vehicle, the
instrumentality by which you accomplish this. Certainly through the
Headstart program we have demonstrated that the Federal Govern-
ment can indeed find a voice for parents in a Federal program of this
sort.

Senator MONDALE. Right.
Dr. ZIGLER. However, we have learned from Headstart that what

we want is a program that guarantees meaningful involvement of
parents. I have very serious reservations about the local policy coun-
cils, not because I have any question about the philosophy that you
voiced, in fact I take pride in being one of the molders of parent
participation concepts in this country but it is one thing to have par-
ent participation in a program, have a voice, be involved, saying, this
is your program, one that is responsive to your needs. It is another
thing to set up local policy councils with elections. What is now hap-
pening around the country, I am afraid is such that what you are
going to see is local policy councils, each with their staff, each costing
money, fractionating neighborhoods. Who has really got the power?
Who are the real parents?
We are already having this problem in Headstart and I think that

it behooves all of us, the administration and congressional leaders who
are concerned about the parent involvement aspects of things, to come
up with a program that is truly workable, that is sensitive.
Senator MONDALE. That is right, and that is what we are trying to

accomplish with this proposal.
Dr. ZIGLER. If it is done through this kind of a unit with local policy

councils, each electing, getting elected and electing one member to a
child development council, in some States that could be a child de-
velopment council of several hundred elected people. I just can't see
that is the way to develop this kind of a program in this country. I
just don't think it is workable, frankly.
Senator MONDALE. Well, it seems to me that what we have on one

hand, is a proposal to proceed with local elections and with sharing
control with the community the difficulties that it will have. On the
other hand, we have the typical bureaucratic approach which has
failed time and time again and which, in this case, intervenes in the
most sacred institution of American life, the family.
We have had, I think, a great deal of experience here which demon-

strates the danger of that kind of approach. If there is another plan,

I would like to hear it, but I haven't heard about it as an alternative.
Mr. KETRZMAN. I would think, Senator, that the child development

douncils that we are talking about as arms of the prime sponsor, would

Set the standards in that prime sponsorship for parent participation,
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and would set it in such a way that it would meet the local conditionsand the local experience and history with the agencies involved.Senator MONDALE. Do you think that the Department of Laboris the Department to head up a comprehensive child development pro-gram? Is there anything that they know over there that is so good?I would feel a lot better if we let the Secretary of HEW run it, with thehelp of the Office of Child Development and sensitive leaders likeZigler.
Mr. KIJRZMAN. I don't think that is what we are proposing, Sena-tor. What we have in mind is the purchase of child care services bythe Labor Department, primarily from HEW-sponsored sources.Senator MONDALE. Who would establish, who would enforce, whowould require the minimum guidelines under H.R. 1? Would that bethe Office of Child Development?
Mr. KIIRMIAN. Yes, the proposal embodied in these legislative specsis that HEW will set the standards for a day care center. As I saidbefore, funding is by whatever source.
Senator MONDALE. Who sets them now?
Mr. KURZMAN. HEW does now.
Senator MONDALE. The Office of Child Development?Mr. KIIRZ3IAN. That is correct.
Senator MONDALE. Do they set standards for title IV day carecenters?
Dr. ZIGLER. The problem is that the title IV day care centers werein existence long before OCD came upon the scene. We do have anopportunity with new centers, however, under H.R. 1, to lay thegroundwork before any child can enter a center.
Senator MONDALE. Would those apply retroactively then, to existingcenters under H.R. 1?
Dr. ZIGLER. I would assume that they would. As I say, the problemisn't a problem of having to set a standard and having a set of centers.The problem is how to have them abide by them—to enforce them andmonitor them. This is the problem.
Senator MONDALE. There is a great deal of confidence here in OCD.We feel that not only in Dr. Zigler but also in the office itself thereis real commitment to children. There is also a very impressive opera-tion at NICHD.
Mr. KURZMAN. The National Institute of Child Health and HumanDevelopment.
Senator MONDALE. We also feel that this office has provided a gooddeal of help to the committee. It seems to me if there is going to be achild centered program, it better be run by a child concerned agency.I am deeply concerned that OCD might first of all, lose its place inthis new Government reorganization that has been proposed and sec-ond, that in the administration of these new funds, the control wouldslip out from under the control of such an agency into agencies thatare primarily concerned about labor statistics. Do you think that thatfear is groundless or what?
Mr. KIJRZMAN. I think it is groundless, Senator. The plans for thenew Department of Human Resources include a prominent positionfor the Office of Child Development.
Senator MONDALE. A few years ago, and you made reference to this,President Nixon said that we should make a national commitmentto provide all American children with an opportunity for healthfuland stimulating development during the first 5 years of life. I publiclycommended the President on that. I happen to believe that one of the
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most disastrous inadequacies of American life today is to fail to do
that. I think it would compound the tragedy if we began a national
so-called, day care program, that simply provided cold custodial treat-
ment of children, ignored their human and developmental needs and
once again forgot the children of American society.
I am still deeply concerned that H.R. 1 will not 'serve that need. I

would like to develop an amendment, hopefully with bipartisan sup-
port, to build into H.R. 1 the minimum standards so that we are cer-
tain it had to be developmental and supportive.
I would like to see a massive new expenditure of funds in this whole

area of child development. I mean, the figures that we have all seen
are that even if it works out the way that you wish, it will meet only
a very small percentage of the need. I was told somewhere that the

• Russians spend the equivalent of their space budget on their children—
on child development. I would settle for that. That would be three and
a half billion dollars. As a matter of fact, I would support a larger
space budget, if we could ride in tandem.
I am not being critical of the two new witnesses here today because

I know of your commitment in this field, but I still think that we are
an awfully long way from the mark. I hope that we can come up with
a national, comprehensive preschool developmental program which
will help fill this void. It was not only the judgment of that White
House Conference on Children that that should be the No. 1 objective,
but the Joint Commission on Mental Health said the same thing. It
seems to me that the time has come to really move in this area.
This concludes the hearing for today.
( The prepared statement of Mr. Kurzman and other pertinent

material supplied for the record follow:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STEPHEN EURZMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGIS-

LATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am pleased to be here to present

the position of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in regard to

child development legislation. Accompanying me is Dr. Edward Zigler, Director

of the Office of Child Development.
The Administration shares the deep c'oncern of this Subcommittee, and its

counterpart in the House, with the health, development and general well-being

of our nation's children. We are cognizant of the bipartisan effort that has been

expended in the creation of proposed child care legislation and the Administration,

tOo, is of the opinion that the lives of our children should never become a

political issue.

• The President, early in his Administration, eloquently voiced the concerns

of all Americans that their children have every opportunity for growth and

development. He pointed to the special importance of the early years of life and

stated: "So crucial is the matter of early growth that we must make a national

commitment to providing all American children an opportunity for healthful

• and stimulating development during the first 5 years of life."
In keeping with this commitment, the Administration has made a strong

pledge to expand day care and child development services. The anticipated

budget for such services in FY 1973 will be $1.2 billion, approximately double

the amount expended in the current fiscal year. This $1.2 billion will include

funds for day care and Other child development activities under H.R. 1, the

Head Start Authority, Title IV of the Social Security Act, and certain provisions

of the Economic Opportunity Act.
It is in this context that we come before this Subcommittee with a set of pro-

posals which we feel constitute the most effective and realistic new initiative

that can be mounted to serve the nation's children, a goal which the Administra-

tion shares with the members of this Subcommittee. We have presented a list

of specifications to the members of this Subcommittee which represent the

fundamental elements of a new legislative plan establishing coordinated child

care and development services.
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In our opinion, the purposes of any new legislative thrust in this area shouldbe:
(1) to consolidate and coordinate Federal day care and child developmentprograms;
(2) to assist in the development of a primary system for the delivery of daycare and child development services under such programs; and(3) to establish two principal targets for the provision of services under suchprograms, namely, the provision of day care services for children of low-incomeworking families and the provision of child development services for childrenregardless of the work status of their parents, to the extent permitted by budg-etary resources and with priority to economically disadvantaged children.At a time when numerous Federal efforts are directed toward providingchildren's services, it makes considerable sense to consolidate similar servicesinto one bill. It is also important to guarantee that the provisions of the billmake it possible to coordinate the consolidated programs with other existingprograms and with new initiatives, especially the day care provisions in H.R. 1.In order to bring about the consolidation and coordination emphasized in ourstatement of purpose, the following statutes would be amended to repeal au-thority to operate day care programs:

Section 123(a) (6), Economic Opportunity Act.
Section 162(b), Economic Opportunity Act.
Section 222(a) (1), Economic Opportunity Act—Headstart.Section V-B, Economic Opportunity Act.

Further, the Secretary would be required to coordinate Title 1, ESEA andFollow Through programs with the programs authorized under this Act andto insure that joint technical assistance efforts between OOD and OE are estab-lished. The Secreary would prescribe regulations and make arrangements asnecessary to insure that suitable child development programs under our pro-posal would be available to children receiving aid or services under TitlesIV-A and B of the Social Security Act.
It is the Administration's view that a delivery system for day care and childdevelopment services should be established which could be employed for boththe consolidated services contained in this legislative proposal and those antici-pated under H.R. 1. The delivery system we propose would utilize prime sponsorsas the primary vehicle for Federal funding of such programs.Those eligible for prime sponsorship would be the general purpose governmentof any state, of any city with population in excess of 500,000, and any Federallyrecognized Indian reservation. The chief executive of a prime sponsorship areawould designate the agency responsible for program operation and would alsoestablish a Child Development Council. The Child Development Council member-ship would be appointed by the chief executive, with the requirement that noless than 25 'percent would be parents representative of the population served. Theagency designated by the chief executive, in cooperation with the Child Develop-ment 'Council, would develop a prime sponsor plan for children's services. Thisprocess shall insure integrated delivery of services to children by coordinatingthe planning of 'services provided under our proposal and those provided underother authorities 'assisting children and their families.
We would like to make clear that our proposal addresses the planning andadministration of children's programs by state and large city general purposegovernment. It is our intention that actual operation of programs in a givencommunity will be conducted by a broad range of public and private agencieswhich may apply for funding under the prime sponsor plan. On the other hand,it is also our intention that parents be encouraged to participate as much aspossible in children's learning activities in the local centers.
With respect to planning and administrative functions, we propose that primesponsors shall receive from the Federal Government:

(a) planning grants, funds for resource creation, and, for no longer thana 24-month period, grants for operating expenses of child care and develop-ment programs; and
(b) funds through vendor payments for longer term operating and capitalexpenses.

The rationale for selecting a state and large city prime sponsor approach restsupon our concern that children's programs be of the highest quality. Programsof optimal quality will be achieved only in a delivery system that permits soundFederal management and one that promotes the utilization of already existingsocial services in behalf of children enrolled in the proposed programs.
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On the basis of our Head Start experiences, we believe that the quality of
services delivered to children depends in large part on the number of projects
to be monitored by any one agency of government. Our Head Start experience
has taught us the price children pay when the Federal government has respon-
sibility for a greater number of programs than it can effectively administer.
Head Start grants are made directly to local communities by the Federal Gov-
ernment, with the result that over 1,000 grantees must be monitored by the
10 regional offices of the Office of Child Development. The ability of these offices
to monitor or provide technical assistance in a timely way is necessarily limited
and program quality often suffers as a consequence.
Thus, we recommend that prime sponsors should he limited to units of General

Purpose Government of states, cities with over 500,000 population or to Indiana tribal organizations. This will build into the delivery system a limited number
of prime grantees. Responsibility and accountability will reside in elected offi-
cials and consequently a government program will be located where it can be
monitored effectively. The role, then, of Federal government will be that of
assuring that State plans are adequate, that proper guidelines are being em-
ployed and enforced, and that programs are administered equitably and in the
best interests of children.
Our proposed limitation of eligibility for prime sponsorship would not only

enhance our ability to maintain high quality services to children, but it would
also facilitate the maximum integration of all services to children and their
families. Only the Governor of the chief executive officer of a large metropolitan
area is in a position to coordinate all the social service resources at his command
so that children are able to get the help they need with minimum difficulty.
Unless this integration of services is planned for initially, it develops so hap-
hazardly that great inefficiencies occur through duplications of effort or, worse,
gaps in available services.
Our proposal makes every effort to guarantee that those children who need

child care and developmental services most do indeed receive them. We there-
fore propose that while all children between ages 0-14 may be served, priority
should be given to economically disadvantaged preschool children.
The economically disadvantaged would be defined as those whose annual

family income is below the H.R. 1 "break-even" point—$4,320 for a family of
four. Children from families above the H.R. 1 "break-even" point would be eligi-
ble to receive services on a fee basis with the fees on •a sliding scale related
to income and size of family.
Our choice of this figure, as opposed to some higher figure for child care serv-

ices at no cost, is predicated on our concern that every effort must be made to
serve children from the most impoverished segment of our society before free
services are provided to a more affluent stratum of the population. Attempting to
provide free services on a large scale would outstrip all available resources, and,
of greater importance, it would dangerously dilute the program's impact upon
the poorest and most needy children.
At the same time, we do not wish to isolate these children from their peers. A

limited universe of totally publicly funded slots will enable more youngsters to
participate on a sliding fee basis and will ensure a better mix of children from
various economic backgrounds. We should remember that families required to
pay a partial fee will be charged only what they can reasonably afford. Thus,
child development services will not be put out of their financial reach and as the
program grows we would hope that increasingly higher-income level children
would be able to participate. The result, then, would be the type of socioeconomic
mix that would be beneficial to the development of all children.
The Administration's proposal anticipates the provision of day care services

for children of low-income working families and the provision of child develop-
ment services for children regardless of the work status of their parents.
Funding for services for children of low-income working families will be pro-

vided primarily through H.R. 1 and Title IV of the Social Security Act. Funding
for child care services for children regardless of the work status of their parents
will also be specifically authorized under this proposal, limited both by our
budgetary resources and with priority to the economically disadvantaged. Fund-
ing for this latter category would be provided primarily through the proposed
Act, incorporating Head Start and other Economic Opportunity Act day funding.
If we are to provide more than minimal care for young children in Federally-

supported programs, we must not expand services more rapidly than the system
can accommodate. We therefore propose that the authorized funds not exceed the
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amounts already budgeted for H.R. 1, Title IV of the Social Security Act, Head
Start and other Economic Opportunity Act child development and day care
programs.
Mr. Chairman, I have briefly described the major features of the Administra-

tion's proposal for a new initiative in the child care area. We have also de-
veloped specific proposals concerning such issues as the Federal share of fundIng
for children's services, responsibility for grant administration under other au-
thorities, construction and renovation of facil!ties, training, services to Federal
employees, research, evaluation and technical assistance, and Federal standards
for the group care of children. Our proposals on these issues have been trans-
matted to the Subcommittee as part of our legislative specifications.
We appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today, and we look forward

to working with you in developing legislation which will best serve the needs of
the nation's children.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD D. CONNER, DIRECTOR, PERSONNEL RESEARCH, SYSTEMS
AND EMPLOYEE COMMUNICATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Control Data Corporation respectfully submits its response to the Sub-Com-
mittee on Children and Youth of the U.S. Senate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare in its deliberations concerning the proposed Comprehensive Child
Development Act of 1971.
The purpose of our testimony is:

1. To emphasize the necessity of investigating what role industry should
and will play in child development in the future.

2. To respectfully request that the legislation currently before this com-
mittee be made flexible enough so that industry is aggressively encouraged
to experiment with child development in very direct ways.

3. To describe a program that Control Data has evolved that may serve
as a model in discussing the subject of industry/community/government
cooperation in establishing and conducting a child development program.

We first of all want to endorse the intent of your proposed legislation which
emphasizes the importance of child development to our society and attempts to
significantly expand the availability of child development. Your approach to this
subject is laudable. Your committee has extensively drawn upon the results of
child development research and experience which has become available in recent
years and applied it through proposed legislative action to seek to accomplish the
objective of more effectively developing our preschool youth—especially those
that are disadvantaged or culturally distinct.
We want to present some ideas concerning child development that might

prompt expanding the concept of this legislation so that industry is encouraged
to play a larger role by providing more avenues of participation.
We first want to state that we have only a limited picture of the total child

development scene—one gained through the experimentation with child develop-
ment in solving industry related problems in the inner-city. Therefore, we do
not intend to address ourselves to your entire bill. A word of background infor-
mation concerning Control Data's experience in inner-city employment which
led to an involvement in child care is appropriate at this point.

BACKGROUND OF CONTROL DATA'S INNER-CITY OPERATIONS

Control Data, a major manufacturer of computers and related equipment, has
been actively engaged for several years in finding ways of employing individuals
previously identified as unemployable or disadvantaged. In order to do this, our
company has located manufacturing plants in ghetto or inner-city areas. This
has been done to overcome the transportation barrier to employment of inner-
city residents and to more easily determine and solve other problems encountered
with adjustment to the world of work.

Disadvantaged individuals and particularly mothers on welfare represent a
good source of employees for business and industry. Determining how to attract
and retain this source of labor was a primary objective of Control Data in its
decision to move major manufacturing establishments to the inner-cities.

Ii
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It is also recognized that activities by industry to constructively change present
institutional practices as they effect social problems are to everyone's benefit,
including industry's, because in the longer run it strengthens the society and
system on which our livelihood and way of life depend.
In establishing these inner-city facilities, traditional personnel practices have

been altered and supportive services added to insure that the Corporation is
going more than halfway in helping the "disadvantaged" adjust to the world of
work. Services such as extensive skills training employee counseling, legal assist-
ance, supervisory training and child care have proven themselves to be valuable
assets in achieving the desired results. While extensive descriptions could be given
for each of these supportive services, this testimony will focus upon the role of
child care.

After careful evaluation of turnover and absenteeism data at Control Data's
Northside Facility, it became apparent that the lack of adequate child care was a
significant contribution to employee turnover, accounting for nearly 40% of all
female terminations. Since the Near North Side of Minneapolis, as a community,
was in extremely short supply of adequate child care facilities, it was decided that
the solution would have to come from within the company.

CONTROL DATA'S DAY CARE PROGRAM

In early 1969, the Corporation launched an extensive effort to investigate the
industry operated centers existing in the United States at that time. Many
centers in all parts of the country were personally visited. The knowledge gained
was applied to the design, establishment, and operation of a child development
center in the North Side area of Minneapolis, Minnesota. This center has been
in operation for nearly one year. It serves Control Data employees that work at
our Northside manufacturing facility.

During the past year of operation, we have become increasingly aware of the
need for child development and its importance relating to women gaining and
retaining meaningful work. Availability of child development services to element
in her first attempts to improving her condition and status. As a result of our
experience, we began several months ago to look for a means to increase the
impact of our present program on the total community. The needs of the Near
North Side of Minneapolis might serve as a micro-model of child development
needs in localities throughout the country.

Need and Rationale for Day Care in North Minneapolis
A simple supply-demand model can best explain the need for day care in North

Minneapolis. Supply—as of December, 1970 full-day day care capacity on the
North Side (Pilot City Area) of Minneapolis was 230 slots. Demand—among
Pilot City AFDC families alone there were approximately 2150 children infant to
six years.
A recent study by Dr. Perry Levinson of HEW indicated the important role of

day care in employing AFDC women. Dr. Levinson describes the employability
of AFDC women using two concepts: 1) Employment potential, i.e., background
conditions of employment such as level of education and past job experience;
2) Employment barriers, i.e., poor health, lack of day care, etc. For both groups
(high and low employment potential) "the first ranking impediment was having
children under 8 years old at home and the second was the poor quality or lack
of day care facilities." Dr. Levinson concludes: "Though the employment poten-
tial of AFDC women markedly improved between 1961 and 1968, the high
employment group had to face just as many, if not more, barriers to employment."

If Dr. Levinson's findings are applied to the situation in North Minneapolis,
50% of the 2263 AFDC adults or 1132 people have a high employment potential
but are prevented from seeking or retaining employment because of inadequate
or unavailable day care. It is clear that before these individuals can respond to
new job opportunities, significant employment barriers such as lack of day care
must be removed.

Availability of Jobs for Welfare Mothers
A chronic shortage of applicants for jobs which welfare mothers, who desire to

work and can easily be trained exists in the central business district of Minne-
apolis. This source of entry-level jobs is within easy transportation of the Near

I "How Employable Are AFDC Women", Dr. Perry Levinson, Welfare in Review, July-August, 1970,
pp. 12-16.

•
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North Side. The jobs available are excellent and can lead to career opportunitiesfor individuals who decide to remain at work for several years. These jobs existin utilities, banks, department stores, etc.
The scarcity of labor in the downtown Minneapolis business district has existedfor several years and is caused by the movement of the traditionally more employ-able individuals to the suburbs and the creation of large manufacturing facilitiesand business offices on the fringe of the city to attract people to the suburbs.
Firms located in the central business district of Minneapolis are close enoughto the Near North Side so that transportation is not a problem. The other majorbarrier to employment, lack of adequate child development services, remains.
Firms in the central business district face two alternatives in obtaining theirneed for labor.

1. Move to the suburbs and compete for labor there.
2. Recruit from new sources nearby, such as the culturally distinct—

disadvantaged—those who presently face barriers to employment but wish
to be employed.

Given the investment in buildings and equipment of major firms in the central
business district, coupled with the other advantages of being located in this area,
the second alternative has to be the one most firms choose. Child developmentservices, then, are a necessary ingredient and an economically feasible means foropening up job opportunities in the central business district for welfare mothersfrom the Near North Side of Minneapolis.
The proposed program we have developed matches the needs of employers

for new sources of labor with the needs of inner-city residents for meaningful
employment accompanied by adequate child development.

PROPOSED NORTHSIDE CHILD DEVELOPMENT CONSORTIUM

Several major firms located in the central business district of Minneapolis
have joined forces with Control Data to form a consortium to operate a child
development demonstration project. The business firms will provide local matching
funds which will be matched by Title-IV A funds of the Social Security Act to
support the operation of the Center. In taking this action, the firms are making a
commitment to hire and train disadvantaged individuals who might not otherwise
be able to seek employment.
The Purpose of this Child Care Program
To determine if the availability of adequate day care provides significant

positive advantages to industry without adverse effects upon profitability.
A. To demonstrate the catalytic effects of day care upon the development

of an inner-city labor market.
B. To demonstrate the degree of improvement in turnover, absenteeism,

and productivity caused by the introduction of day care services and the
cost effectiveness which accompanies that improvement.
To enable industry to offer training and employment to families who,

without child care arrangements, might have to subsist at a poverty level.
To serve as a model of effective cooperation between industry, government

and community resources.
To demonstrate the impact of an extensive child development program

for children ages three months to twelve years upon employed parents and
the children themselves.
To free parents for employment or educational opportunities and relieve

them of worries associated with untrained and/or unreliable babysitters.
To provide children the opportunity for educational experiences and

emotional, social and physical development under the guidance of trained
personnel.
To offer children individual care, attention, affection, Safety, and health

services.
To enrich children's lives, helping each to realize their potential.
To increase employment opportunities in disadvantaged areas by recruiting

and training individuals for careers in early childhood education.
Scope of the Program
In order to develop a practical and meaningful system of industry related day

care, adequate services must be provided for children of all age ranges—infants,
preschoolers, and elementary students. Generally, no one family is made up of only
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infants or only preschoolers or only elementary students; therefore, the working
mother is often forced to make different arrangements for each child in the family.
For example, the baby goes to the sitter, the preschooler goes to a day care center,
and the elementary student is left at home to get his or her own breakfast before
going off to school. These arrangements are not only impractical and unsafe
but cause the working mother to spend a great amount of unnecessary time
transporting children before and after her work day.
The answer to this dilemma is total day care services. Total day care service

involves three complete programs housed in one central location to serve infants,
preschoolers and elementary children. This concept is not only more conventient
and economical for working parents, but also provides continuity in the child's
development. Anything short of this full range of services may cause an servere
interruption in a working mother's employment career and her child's educational
and social development.
The educational program for the three age groups will be developed and im-

plemented by professional consultants specializing in early childhood and elemen-
tary education. All staff members and volunteers will be trained to effectively
carry out the goals and philosophy of the educational program.

Extent of Parent Participation and Education
A vital and necessary part of any child care program is that of parent participa-

tion and education. In the total day care plan a parent program would serve as a
base for the parents involvement and education not only in center activities but
also activities of the home and community.
The Board of Directors will consist of parent/employees whose children are

enrolled in the Center as well as representatives from the sponsoring business
firms.
The parent program would be coordinated by the Center Director. The Director

would make suggestions and encourage the parents in their pursuits; however, the
extent to which the parents become involved and the direction they take will rest
with the group itself.
Some of the activities may include:

I. Parent Advisory Committee
II. Parent Education

A. Parent-Child Relations
B. Child Development
C. Health, Hygiene and Nutrition
D. Consumer Education

III. Community Involvement
IV. Classroom Participation and Observation
V. Parent Social and Recreational Activities

Parents may also participate in the Center's activities by being part-time em-
ployees or volunteers. This arrangement would be appropriate for parents who
are enrolled in part-day training programs or as students at local colleges and
universities. The majority of parents are very interested in the well-being and
education of their children and should be encouraged to contribute and participate
in the Center's operation.

Research and Evaluation Design
The effectiveness of the Northside Child Development Center will be measured

in two ways. First, the effective of reliable total child care services upon the em-
ployment history of the childrens' mothers will be closely measured. Data will
be obtained from each child's mother as well as the mother's employer in order to
determine the impact of child care upon employee turnover, absenteeism and
morale. The purpose of this phase of the research is to demonstrate that the cost
of quality day care can be more than offset by benefits of reduction in an employer's
turnover and absenteeism costs.
The other form of evaluation will focus upon measuring the effect of the child

development curriculum upon each child's social, educational and physical de-
velopment. Every curriculum area of each program will be based upon a series of
measurable progression steps against which the progress of each child can be in-
dividually measured. This unique educational measurement system allows both
staff and parents to be keenly aware of each child's strengths and weaknesses,
thereby making it possible to tailor an individual program for the development of
each child.
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BASIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AMENDMENT OF LEGISLATION

Fit* we must make it clear that our recommendations proposing industrialinvolvement have the development of the child as a primary interest. It is in-terested in freeing the mothers for work as a means to obtain more child develop-ment resources by increased usage of industrial resources. Getting the mothersinto the labor force, which of course is of advantage to industry, will naturallyfollow.
We also would like to make a point which we are sure you have heard before,that unless some provision is made to improve the economic status of families ofchildren living in poverty the expenditures you propose will have to be continuedindefinitely.
You will note that the purposes cited for our recommendations are primarilyevaluative, that is to say the project is designed to determine the pay off toindustry, the working parent, the community and most important, the child.Those purposes associated with the child are the same as those of your proposed"National Center for Child Development"—establishing the basis for assessingand improving the quality of preschool education.
There is an additional component of research and development that we feel isnecessary and has not been recognized sufficiently in your proposed legislation.Our recommendations in a sense address themselves to the question you citedon Page 4, Column 1 of your proposed legislation: "The question before us today,therefore, is not whether we are going to have Federal involvement in day care,but rather how is it going to be structured and what kind of services we are goingto provide for our children and their families." In order to do this, the role ofmajor components of society, other than the government, must also be considered.Industry, as a highly resourceful and large segment of society, should beaggresively encouraged to participate in the expansion of preschool education inthe United States. This should not be done only through the traditional means oftaxation, but also by a program designed to prove that providing child care isgood business. Presently, business and industry do not recognize the advantage ofchild care in reducing turnover, absenteeism and tardiness costs. "Hard" dataare needed to show that a rather complex positive relationship does exist betweenchild care and reducing industry's personnel costs.
A major research and development effort is needed that will:a. Bring companies in all kinds of business and in all major geographicalareas into child care programs.

b. Determine the cost benefit of child care to industry over a significantperiod of time—at least two years.
c. Obtain the most efficient, least costly child care delivery system whileassuring high quality child development programs.
d. Solve the problems of location of child development centers in relationto the residences of employees and the work place.
e. Explore consortium arrangements between several businesses, primesponsors, local policy councels, etc.
f. Investigate the impact this will have on providing child care to childrenof the non-welfare mother. As Senator Mondale noted in his introduction ofthe bill, ". . . our new bill also expands services to include children fromabove the poverty level, especially children of working mothers and singleparents. It provides the legislative framework for eventual universally avail-able child development programs for all families who need and want them."g. Determine feasibility of expanding into infant and latchkey care. TheSenator further noted that "priority on preschool programs continues, butservices will be expanded to include infant care and before and after schoolservices for children in school . . .".

Such a program should be designed so that it will be set up immediately. Itshould be designed and coordinated by a group of governmental, industrial,labor, education, research, and parental representatives.The program should have sufficient flexibility so that it can be as creative aspossible. It would allow companies to experiment without committing themselvesto permanent programs, should the program be found to be economically unfeasible.Secondly, as soon as the R & D results are available, and assuming they aregenerally positive, an intense "marketing" effort should be launched by the"group" or "committee" coordinating this project in order to expand the partici-pation of industry as a major resource in expanding the availability of childdevelopment.

•
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Thirdly, it is our understanding that Title V—B of the 1964 Economic Oppor-
tunity Act contained legislation which would greatly expand the role of industry
and labor in providing child care. However, Congress has failed to appropriate
any money for Title V—B and no administrative apparatus has been established
to implement it. While we are not familiar with the specifics of Title V—B, we
recognize the merit in its intent and strongly urge that similar provisions be
added to the Child Development Act of 1971 to provide an incentive for firms
to become involved at least for a two-year period of research and development in
industrial day care.

Finally, further proposed legislation based on the experience of this program
would be developed as a result of this R & D effort.

RATIONALE FOR THE RECOMMENDATIONS

There seems to be a basic assumption underlying the current legislation before
Congress and the direction in which national public policy is heading under the
leadership of Congress and the President. It is that the entry level of children into
formal education should be age 3 instead of age 5 or 6—because the ages 3-5 are
the most formative years. The pay back to society will be extremely high in the
form of increased creativity and reduced problems from these individuals when
they become adults.

If this is the case, or even partially true to the extent that economically and
culturally disadvantaged children are targeted, then the emphasis of legislation
and executive action should be to muster all the resources necessary to provide
education to the age 3-5 population in the U.S.

Theoretically, this could be done under the existing practices by legislation
lowering mandatory educational entry level age and levying sufficient taxes to
pay for the education. Practically, this cannot work under present allocation of
national resources because the additional funds for such a large and costly under-
taking are not available, to say nothing of the administrative and political barriers.
To quote from your proposed legislation, Page 3, Column 5, `. . . Our states
and cities are already being bankrupted by the cost of elementary and secondary
education."

Until such time as national priorities and resources can be reordered to meet the
objective of full participation in preschool education, legislative and executive
action should be designed to obtain all the resources potentially available. Present
proposed legislation provides federal money but requires local matching funds in
most cases. The greatest resource from which these matching funds are available
is industry. Additionally, matching funds might not be necessary if it could be
proven to industry and business in general that it is to their advantage to pay for
child development themselves. Industrial resources should be drawn into this area
to the greatest extent possible.
Pump-priming expeditures on the part of government must be a part of the

effort to get employees actively involved in child development programs. Present
legislation has not succeeded in getting the industrial segment involved. It allows
involvement from only the very few who have the perseverence and patience to
explore the complex administrative and funding mechanisms which presently
exist. The incentive under present mechanisms is certainly more negative than
positive. To realistically gain industry's involvement, legislation should be
designed to cause aggressive encouragement to interested industrial and business
concerns who seek to establish child development programs.

If a suitable, flexible, administratively responsive and workable means is made
available to industry to promote child care to welfare mothers who want to work,
another major element of society will be drawn into the efforts to eliminate the
problems of poverty.
Many more children will receive development and training experience, which

will enhance their future capabilities as creative citizens, and the working welfare
mother will reduce welfare costs now spent to support her. As a productive
member of society she will provide goods or services for others to use. As her
income rises, her increase savings or consumption will be both to her benefit and
that of the general economy. Finally, increased income increases the tax base
which can be effectively employed in further solving our social problems.
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CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS

8100 34TH AVENUE SOUTH, MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA PHONE • 612-888-5555
MAILING ADDRESS • BOX 0, MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55440

June 15, 1971

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
The United States Senate
Old Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Mondale:

CONTROL DATA
,RPORA,ON

We recently met with Mr. Sid Johnson of your staff to describe Control
Data's disadvantaged individuals. The topic that received the greatest
attention in our conversation was that of preschool child development.
This was a mutual topic of interest because you are currently sponsor-
ing a child development act in Congress and Control Data is expanding
its program of Industrial Child Development.

Mr. Johnson requested that we prepare some remarks regarding our exper-
ience with child development addressed specifically to your proposed
Comprehensive Child Development Act. Although final hearings on this
subject have been closed, our remarks are in the form of testimony so
that they may be used in publications on the results of the hearings,
should you so desire.

Also attached is testimony that was made on the "Brademas Bill", which
was made last year by W. E. English, Manager of Control Data's Corporate
Equal Employment Opportunity Department.

Other material that might be of interest to you is also attached. It
includes our proposal for a Comprehensive Industrial Child Development
demonstration project and material describing our Northside (Minneapolis),
Selby (St. Paul), and Capital (Washington, D.C.) manufacturing facilities.

If you should desire further information or comments regarding preschool
child development, we would be more than happy to provide it. Should you
or any members of your staff desire to visit our Northside Child Develop-
ment Center, we would be very happy to make suitable arrangements.

Since ely,

Richard D. Conner, Director
Personnel Research, Systems
and Employee Communications
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

SELECT SUB-COMMITTEE OF LABOR

U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

April 30, 1970

STATEMENT OF

W. E. English

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

We wish to thank you for the invitation and opportunity

of appearing before this Committee to express the views of . •

Control Data Corporation on this critically important legislation.

My name is William E. English and I am Manager of E.E.O.

of Control Data Corporation, a major Computer Manufacturer

headquartered in Minneapolis, Minnesota, who in the last several

years, has had a major emphasis in the employment of the

disadvantaged in its employment and staffing programs.
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Control Data all too recently learned,, in its efforts to hire

and train the economically disadvantaged, that the lack of

meaningful legislation was part of the force that operated

against the employment of this group by a Company like Control

Data. In fact, our Company has observed a direct correlation

between the successful employment, training, and retention of

disadvantaged individuals, and the ability of existing legis-

lation to provide adequate governmental support. We believe

it is in order at this point to give a brief history of Control

Data Corporation's involvement in hiring the economically

disadvantaged to support the aforementioned contention.

In 1967, Control Data opened the first of its manufacturing

facilities located in a core city ghetto specifically to hire

and train the hard core unemployed. This was Control Data's

first direct attempt to match a depressed community's need for

jobs with the Corporation's need for plant expansion and

added manpower.

Hiring for this particular facility, located in North Minneapolis,

required anew employment philosophy for Control Data; in that,

the only criteria for hiring was the individual's need for a job.

In addition; once the hiring was underway, it required the

establishment and maintenance of several services to individual

employees not present in other Control Data Plants. Counselors,

legal assistance, sp6cial'training, transportation bail and

-2-
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hand money, loans, and most recently, day care.

Today, over 400 individuals working in this facility have been

trained in a wide range of electronic assembly and production

skills. Of these, 54% are black, 4% Indian-American, and the

remaining 42% are white. This proportion approximates the ethnic

make-up of the depressed community that surrounds the plant.

Due to the success of the Minneapolis inner city facility in

meeting its dual set of business and people objectives, Control

Data has three more plants in depressed areas. The second plant opened

in Washington, D. C. in March 1969. Objectives and philosophy

,
identical to the Minneapolis Northside Plantwere employed in

opening the Washington facility. The Washington plant will soon

reach.an employee population of over 100 so called hard core

unemployed who have been trained in a Wide range of skills of

electronic assembly production. Of these employees, 95% are block.

A third plant was opened in Appalachia at Campton, Kentucky, in

the summer of 1969. Again, the Corporation sought to match its

expansion and manpower needs with a disadvantaged community's

need of employment. Employment there has reached a level of I35

We are convinced that whenever expansion and manpower needs dictate

additional manufacturing facilities, that we will have more of

these plants.

-3-
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We should add at this point that each 'of the plants we have

mentioned are permanent, are building major computer equipment,

and consequently are vital to the overall operation of the Corp-

oration. In other words, they are not ^stop gap plants..

In December of 1969, Control Data announced a plan to establish,

on an experimental basis, an electronic sub-assembly plant in

the inner city of St. Paul. With the exception of staff people,

all production personnel for this operation would be hired as

part-time employees. The idea for this experiment came when our

Corporation was made aware of a critical need for employment on

a part-time basis for many of St. Paul's disadvantaged citizens.

The plant has since opened, and hiring preference was given to

disadvantaged persons residing in the community who were, from

a priority standpoint:

{1} Mothers who are heads of households, or who

must supplement their family's income and who

have school age children.

{2} High School students who need to assist in

'bringing income to the family unit in order

to remain in school.

{3} Technical School and College students who must

pay for their own education.

-4-



891

6

Because of the unique nature of these Plants in its employment

character, we found ourselves dealing with Federal Manpower

Programs. We have encountered sufficient frustration in

attempts to get essential services needed to assure success for

our disadvantaged employees, that we would like to share these

Frustrations with you here as you consider - ese bills.

We ought to make it clear at the onset that Control Data

Corporation believes it has an obligation to participate in

programs designed to dissolve such problems. In all of our

involvement into these plants in manpower programs, we have not

asked for or sought out federal assistance to cover those normal

business expenditures; such as, financial assistance for Capital

equipment, facility construction, and other normal expenses.

Control Data Corporation believes' that federal resources should

only be used to cover those extraordinary training and supportive

services that are vitally necessary to employ and retain the so

called hard core disadvantaged individual. It has been in this

context that we have reviewed most of the proposed legislation.

Our experience in many of the areas mentioned above leads .us to

believe that out of the pending bills, the O'Hara Bill addresses

itself to many of our concerns. While we feel that the O'Hara

Bill potentially could provide the needed legislation, it falls

short in areas that concern us greatly.

-5-
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We should perhaps mention here that as a National Company doing

business in many locations, W2 have a unique view of the coor-

dinative complexities in duplication of efforts in Federal Man-

power Programs. We would like to cite SOM2 of the specific

problems that we encountered in our experience with the Manpower

Programs.

1. "DAY CARE"

{a} There are supposedly day care programs to support

manpower efforts, but as a company, we have been

unable to find the necessary day care needed

to support our efforts.

{b} When we have been able to locate some day care

funds, as in the MA or JOBS '70 Programs, labor

officials do not face them seriously. An example

..would be the following quote from a labor official.

"Day care assumes female head of household employ-

ment". While this could be certainly true gen-

erally, it does not recognize the experience we

as an employer have found, which essentially is

that there are many female heads of households in

disadvantaged communities.

2. Another problem has been the insufficient flexibility

of the "reimburse by hire" approach that is the only

one available at this time by labor.

3. There has been little or no funds available for experimen-

tation or demonstration projects with industry.

*.

-L-
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4. The complexity of Federal Programs and resulting local

coordinating problems, plus the duplication of effort.

The following represents those specific recommendations Control

Data would like to See included in any new manpower legislation

passed by the Congress. Our recommendations correspond to the

problems listed above.

1 Assurance that any manpower program is coordinated with

the child care legislation to assure adequate slots for

child care for any industry getting involved in a man-

power program. This should recognize the tremendous

number of females who are already the heads of house-

holds, and should certainly recognize the needs for

long term funding that will provide the time necessary

For an individual to lift himself to a level to support

these needs. It is going to require a very close look

by the Congress as to whether or not there will be a

continuing need for day care subsidy.

2. The need for flexibility in manpower programs must be

addressed by the Congress. We must find ways to

recognize that the need for supportive services will not

vanish at the time disadvantaged employees complete their

"skills and pre-vocational training". 'There must be ample

time.to allow for continued counseling and other supportive

services to resolve the individual's other problems for a

-7-
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period that may well exceed any time alloted for

skills training.

3. We would recommend that there be demonstration funds

earmarked for industries willing to e'xperien6e with

innovative approaches to employing the "disadvantaged".

While previous Department of Labor MA Contracts have

been of benefit to many industries, the concept is

totally geared to industries supplying a limited

number of unskilled minority and low-income people into .

their traditional labor force. By assurance of fiex3.ble

funds by the allocation of experimental and demonstration

monies, many industries would be encouraged to seek out

creative new approaches to this problem.

4. We must recommend that there be careful coordination of

manpower and other federal programs that are closely

related. This would include the Child Care Programs,

HEW Programs for income maintenance, and Office of

Economic Opportunity Experimental Manpower Programs.

At the local level, coordination by the State Employment

Service is an obvious necessity with the maze of

existing federal and state programs. This coordination

could be addressed by the creation of the already pro-

-8-
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posed State Manpower Advisory Board. We would speci-

fically recommend that industries representation be

included along with that of community agencies, dis-

advantaged individuals, representation from State

Welfare Advisory Committee, and private and public

manpower agencies. We would submit that they begin

to obtain the local coordination and reduce great

duplication that is now evident at local levels.

Finally, there must be ways in which large national

industries can contract directly with a regional or

national manpower agency in order to reduce the

bureaucracy that is often encountered in existing

manpower programs.

-9-



S
T
.
 P
A
U
L
 S
U
N
D
A
Y
 P
I
O
N
E
E
R
 P
R
E
S
S
,
 J
U
N
E
 6
, 
1
9
7
1

Co
nt
ro
l 
Da
ta
 E

xp
er
im
en
t 
Su
ce
ed
s

By
 D
o
n
 W
.
 L
ar

so
n

Bu
si
ne
ss
 &
 F
in

an
ci

al
 E
di
to
r

A
 
un

iq
ue

 e
xp

er
im
en
t 

in
 S

t.
 P
a
u
l
 I

s 
pa

yi
ng

 o
ff

 f
or

Co
nt
ro
l 
D
a
t
a
 C
or
p.
, 
Bl
oo
mi
ng
to
n.
 o
ff

ic
ia

ls
 a
dm
it
te
d 
la

st
w
e
e
k
.

Al
th

ou
gh

 
th

e 
ex
pe
ri
me
nt
 "
to
 
br
in
g 
jo

bs
 t
o 
th

e 
pe
o-

pl
e"
 n

ea
rl
y 
fa

il
ed

 s
ho
rt
ly
 a
ft
er
 i
t 
st
ar
te
d 
18

 m
o
n
t
h
s
 a
go
,

th
e 
c
o
m
p
a
n
y
 c
h
a
n
g
e
d
 i
ts

 t
ac

ti
cs

 a
nd

 n
o
w
 t
e
r
m
s
 t
he
 p
ro

-
je
ct
 a
 "
h
u
g
e
 s
uc
ce
ss
."

In
 F
e
b
r
u
a
r
y
 1
97

0 
Co
nt
ro
l 
D
a
t
a
 t
ur

ne
d 
a
 f
o
r
m
e
r
 b
ow

l-
in
g 

al
le
y 
o
n
 S
el

by
 A
v
e
n
u
e
 n
ea
r 
Ox

fo
rd

 i
nt
o 
an
 e
le
ct
ro
ni
c

su
b-
as
se
mb
ly
 p
la
nt
.

T
h
e
 i
de
a,
 s
tr

on
gl

y 
su
pp
or
te
d 
by

 C
on
tr
ol
 D
a
t
a
 P
re
si
-

de
nt
 
Wi

ll
ia

m 
No

rr
is

, 
w
a
s
 t

o 
o
p
e
n
 a
 f
ac
to
ry
 i
n 
a
n
 a
re

a
w
h
e
r
e
 
re
si
de
nt
s 

no
rm

al
ly

 
h
a
v
e
 a
 t
ou

gh
 t
im

e 
fi
nd
in
g

wo
rk
.
T
h
e
 i

de
a 
w
a
s
 f
in
e,
 b
ut

 n
o 
o
n
e
 e
xp
ec
te
d 
th
e 
c
o
m
p
u
t
e
r

bu
si
ne
ss
 t

o 
g
o
 d

ow
nh

il
l,

 w
hi

ch
 i
t 
di
d 
du
ri
ng
 l
as
t 
ye

ar
's

e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 r
ec

es
si

on
.

B
e
c
a
u
s
e
 o

f 
th

e 
s
l
u
m
p
 t

he
re
 w
as

n'
t 
en
ou
gh
 w
o
r
k
 t
o

ke
ep

 t
he
 
pl
an
t 
op
en
. 
In
st
ea
d 
of

 a
ba
nd
on
in
g 
th

e 
pr
oj
ec
t,

ho
we

ve
r.

 C
on

tr
ol
 D
a
t
a
 d
ec

id
ed

 t
o 
co

nv
er

t 
th

e 
c
o
m
p
u
t
e
r

as
se
mb
ly
 p
la
nt
 t
o 
a
 m
u
c
h
 m
o
r
e
 n
ee
de
d 
op
er
at
io
n.

A
 
s
p
o
k
e
s
m
a
n
 s

ai
d 

la
st
 w
e
e
k
 t
ha

t 
"
w
h
e
n
 t
he

 b
ot

to
m

Ce
ll

 o
ut
, 
H
e
r
b
 T
ra

de
r 
(C
on
tr
ol
 D
a
t
a
 G
en
er
al
 m
a
n
a
g
e
r
 o
f

op
er
at
in
g 

se
rv

ic
es

) 
c
a
m
e
 u
p
 w
it

h 
th

e 
id

ea
 t
o 
co

nv
er

t 
to

a
 b
in

de
ry

 o
pe

ra
ti

on
."

Co
nt
ro
l 
D
a
t
a
 p
ri
nt
s 
it

s 
o
w
n
 m
a
n
u
a
l
s
 f
or
 t
he

 c
om
pu
t-

er
s 

it
 s

el
ls

 
a
n
d
 
th
e 
jo

b 
of

 a
ss

em
bl

in
g 
al
l 
th
e 
pa

ge
s 
an

d
pu

tt
in

g 
t
h
e
m
 i
nt
o 
bo

ok
le

ts
 h
as
 a
lw
ay
s 
pr

es
en

te
d 
a 
he
ad
-

ac
he

. In
 
Ap
ri
l 

19
70
 t
he
 c
o
m
p
a
n
y
,
 k
ee
pi
ng
 t

he
 s
a
m
e
 e
m
-

pl
oy
es
 i

t 
h
a
d
 i

n 
th
e 

un
su
cc
es
sf
ul
 s
ub

-a
ss

em
bl

y 
op
er
a-

ti
on
, c

on
ve

rt
ed

 t
o 
a
 b
in

de
ry

.
St
ar
ti
ng
 
wi
th
 
20
 
wo

rk
er

s,
 t

he
 
n
e
w
 
op

er
at

io
n 

ha
s

st
ea

di
ly

 g
r
o
w
n
 t
o 
w
h
e
r
e
 6
0 
pe
op
le
 a
re
 n
o
w
 e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
 a
n
d

th
e 
go

al
 i
n 
th
e 
ne
ar
 f
ut
ur
e 
is
 t
o 
h
a
v
e
 1
00
 w
or
ki
ng
 t
he
re
.

Ri
ch
ar
d 
M
.
 M
a
n
g
r
a
m
,
 p
la
nt
 m
a
n
a
g
e
r
,
 s
ai

d 
al
l 
of

 h
is

un
iq

ue
 
w
o
r
k
 f

or
ce
 
h
a
v
e
 
h
a
d
 t
o 
s
h
o
w
 a
n
 e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 n
ee
d

fo
r 
a
 j
ob
.

W
O
R
K
E
R
S
 A
T
 C
O
N
T
R
O
L
 D
A
T
A
'
S
 S
E
L
B
Y
 A
V
E
N
U
E
 P
L
A
N
T
 G
A
T
H
E
R
 P
A
G
E
S
 O
F
 M
A
N
U
A
L

Pa
ge
s 
A
r
e
 B
ou

nd
 T
og

et
he

r 
In
to
 I
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
 B
oo
kl
et
 f
or

 C
om

pu
te

rs



4

E
v
e
r
y
o
n
e
 
wo

rk
s 
o
n
 a
 p
ar
t-
ti
me
 b
as
is
. 
Th
ir
ty
-f
iv
e 
of

th
e 
wo
rk
er
s 
ar
e 
mo

th
er

s,
 m
a
n
y
 o
f 
t
h
e
m
 o
n 
we

lf
ar

e,
 w
h
o

w
o
r
k
 f
r
o
m
 9
 a
.m
. 
to
 2
:3
0 
p.

m.
"T

hi
s 

en
ab

le
s 
t
h
e
m
 
to
 b
e 
h
o
m
e

wi
th
 

th
e 

ch
il

dr
en

 
be

fo
re

 
sc

ho
ol

st
ar

ts
 
an
d 

to
 b

e 
ba
ck
 
h
o
m
e
 w
h
e
n

sc
ho

ol
 e
nd
s,
" 
M
a
n
g
r
a
m
 p
oi
nt
ed
 o
ut
.

T
h
e
 

ot
he

r 
25
 

wo
rk
er
s 

ar
e

st
ud
en
ts
—h
ig
h 
sc

ho
ol

 o
r 
co
ll
eg
e 
ag
e

—
w
h
o
 w
o
r
k
 f
r
o
m
 3
 p
.m
. 
to
 6
 p
.m

.
Al
l 

of
 
th
e 

em
pl
oy
es
 
ar
e 

pa
id

ab
ou
t 
$2
.4
0 
a
n
 h
ou

r,
 b
ut
 b
ec
au
se
 t
he
y

ar
e 

pa
rt
-t
im
e 
wo
rk
er
s 

th
er

e 
ar
e 
no

fr
in
ge
 b
en
ef
it
s.

De
sp

it
e 

th
at

, 
th
e 

li
st
 o

f 
ap

pl
i-

ca
nt

s 
fo

r 
jo
bs
 a
t 
th
e 

Co
nt

ro
l 
D
a
t
a

pl
an
t 
co
nt
in
ue
s 
to
 g

ro
w.
 M
a
n
g
r
a
m
 

M
A
N
G
R
A
M

sa
id
 h
e 
ha

s 
m
o
r
e
 t
ha

n 
80
0 
pe
op
le
 o
n 
a 

wa
it

in
g 

li
st
 f
or

jo
bs

. M
a
n
g
r
a
m
 i
s 
ex

ce
pt

io
na

ll
y 
pl
ea
se
d 
wi
th
 t
he
 q
ua
li
ty
 o
f

hi
s 
w
o
r
k
 f
or
ce
. 
M
o
s
t
 o
f 
t
h
e
m
 h
av

e 
ha
d 
no
 p
ri
or
 w
or
k 
ex

-
pe
ri
en
ce
, 
he
 e
xp

la
in

ec
" 

bu
t 
"t

he
y 
ca
tc
h 
o
n
 q
ui
ck
ly
."

T
h
e
 
ma

jo
ri

ty
 o

f 
ti

le
 
wo
rk
er
s 
ar
e 
bl
ac
k 
an
d 
mo
st
 o
f

t
h
e
m
 h
av

e 
ha

d 
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
 d
if
fi
cu
lt
y 
in
 f
in

di
ng

 w
or
k.

M
a
n
g
r
a
m
 s
ai
d 
th
at
 d
ue

 t
o 
th
e 
ho

ur
s 
an
d 
th
e 
fa

ct
 t
ha

t
ev
er
yo
ne
 a

t 
th
e 

pl
an
t 

li
ve

s 
wi

th
in

 w
al
ki
ng
 d
is

ta
nc

e 
of

th
ei

r 
h
o
m
e
s
,
 h
e 

ha
s 
m
a
n
y
 
wo
rk
er
s 
w
h
o
 j
us

t 
co

ul
d 
no
t

fi
nd
 j
ob
s 
el
se
wh
er
e.

Ba
ck
in
g 
u
p
 M
a
n
g
r
a
m
'
s
 p
ri

de
 i
n 
th
e 
wo
rk
er
s,
 T
ra
de
r

sa
id
 t

ha
t 
w
h
e
n
 t
he
y 
st

ar
te

d 
th
e 
op
er
at
io
n 
he
 w
a
s
 t
ol

d 
to

ex
pe

ct
 a
 r
at
e 
of
 a
bs

en
te

ei
sm

 o
f 
ab
ou
t 
25
 p
er

 c
en
t.
 T
ra
de
r

sa
id
 t

he
 r

ec
or
ds
 s
h
o
w
 l
es

s 
th
an
 a
 5
 p
er

 c
en
t 
ra

te
, 
be
tt
er

th
an

 t
he
 a
ve

ra
ge

 f
or

 n
ea

rl
y 
al
l 
pl
an
ts
.

Al
th

ou
gh

 C
on

tr
ol

 D
a
t
a
 h

as
 p

la
nt
s 
in
 s
ev

er
al

 o
th
er

"d
ep

re
ss

ed
" 

ar
ea
s,
 t
hi

s 
is

 t
he
 o
nl

y 
on
e 
th
at
 o
ff

er
s 
pa
rt
-

ti
me

 w
or
k.

P
r
o
u
d
 o

f 
th
e 

St
. 
P
a
u
l
 p
ro

je
ct

, 
th
e 
c
o
m
p
a
n
y
,
 n
ev

er
-

th
el

es
s,

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
ve
ry
 q
ui

et
 a
bo
ut
 t
he
 o
pe

ra
ti

on
, 
a
n
d
 e
x-

ce
pt

 f
or
 o
ne
 p
ro

bl
em

 m
ig

ht
 n
ot

 b
e 
sa
yi
ng
 a
ny
th
in
g 
ab
ou
t

it
 n
ow
.

T
h
e
 
pr
ob
le
m 

is
 t

ha
t 
in
 o

rd
er

 t
o 
in

cr
ea

se
 t
he
 w
o
r
k

fo
rc
e 

to
 1

00
 e
mp
lo
ye
s,
 C
on
tr
ol
 D
a
t
a
 n
ee
ds
 s
o
m
e
 o
ut

si
de

w
o
r
k
 f
r
o
m
 o
th

er
 f
ir

ms
.

Tr
ad
er
 s

ai
d 

th
e 

pl
an
t 

is
 n
o
w
 d

oi
ng
 a

ll
 t
he
 C
on

tr
ol

D
a
t
a
 w
or
k 
th
at
 i
s 
av

ai
la

bl
e.

 H
e
 s
ai
d 
it

 i
s 
se
ek
in
g 
bi

nd
er

y
an
d 

ma
il
in
g 
w
o
r
k
 f
r
o
m
 o
th
er
 c
om
pa
ni
es
 i
n 
th
e 
T
w
i
n
 C
it
-

ie
s 
ar

ea
.

T
h
e
 
pl
an
t 

is
 g

ea
re
d 

to
 d

o 
m
a
n
y
 t

yp
es

 o
f 
bi
nd
er
y

wo
rk
 
pl

us
 a
ny
 t

yp
e 

of
 g

en
er

al
 m

ai
li

ng
. 

It
 i

s 
al
re
ad
y

do
in
g 
s
o
m
e
 w
o
r
k
 f
or
 f
ir
ms
 s
uc
h 
as

 M
in
ne
so
ta
 M
ut

ua
l

Li
fe
 I
ns

ur
an

ce
 C
o.

, 
St

. 
Pa
ul
, 
th
e 
Fi

rs
t 
Na

ti
on

al
 B
a
n
k
 o
f

St
. 
Pa
ul
 a
nd
 s
ev

er
al

 s
ma

ll
 p
ri
nt
in
g 
co

mp
an

ie
s.

Tr
ad
er
 s

ai
d,
 "
If

 w
e
 
ge
t 
s
o
m
e
 o
ut

si
de

 w
o
r
k
 w
e
 w
il

l
ex
pa
nd
 o
ur
 s
ta

ff
 t
o 
ab
ou
t 
80
 t
hi
s 
s
u
m
m
e
r
 a
nd
 w
e
 h
op
e 
to

ev
en
tu
al
ly
 r
ea
ch
 1
00
.

M
a
n
g
r
a
m
,
 w
h
o
 i

s 
on
ly
 3

0,
 s
ai
d 
he
 h
as

 n
ot

 h
ad

 a
ny

di
ff
ic
ul
ti
es
 w
or

ki
ng

 w
it
h 

hi
s 

st
af

f 
of
 w
o
m
e
n
 a
n
d
 
st
u-

de
nt

s.
 "
T
h
e
y
 a
re
 j
us

t 
gr
ea
t,
" 
he
 s
ai

d.
H
e
 c
om

pl
ai

ne
d 

hi
s 
on
ly
 p
ro
bl
em
 i
s 
th
at
 i
n 
th
e 
pa
st

ye
ar
 s
o 
m
a
n
y
 o

f 
hi

s 
wo
rk
er
s 
ha
ve
 g
on
e 
in
to
 f
ul

l-
ti

me
e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
,
 e
it
he
r 
wi

th
 C
on

tr
ol

 D
a
t
a
 e
ls
ew
he
re
 o
r 
ot
h-

er
 f
ir

ms
. 
H
e
 s
ai
d 
he
 h

as
 l

os
t 
20
 o
f 
hi

s 
pe

op
le

 t
o 
be
tt
er

jo
bs

. M
a
n
g
r
a
m
 s

ai
d 
on
e 

of
 t
he
 r
ea
so
ns
 h
e 
ha

s 
su
ch
 h
ig
h

mo
ra

le
 a

t 
th
e 

pl
an
t 

is
 t

he
 k
no

wl
ed

ge
 h
is

 w
or
ke
rs
 a
re

do
in
g 

so
me

th
in

g 
"v

er
y 

wo
rt

hw
hi

le
."

 
H
e
 
sa
id
 

hi
s

wo
rk
er
s 
k
n
o
w
 t

ha
t 
th
e 
ma

nu
al

s 
th
ey
 a

re
 a
ss
em
bl
in
g

m
u
s
t
 g
o 
ou
t 
wi
th
 t
he
 c
om
pu
te
rs
.

"
W
h
e
n
 
yo

u 
re
al
iz
e 
th
at
 a
 m
ul

ti
-m

il
li

on
-d
ol
la
r 
c
o
m
-

pu
te
r 

is
 
wo
rt
hl
es
s 

wi
th
ou
t 
a
n
 i

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
 m
an
ua
l,
 y
ou

ta
ke
 p
ri

de
 i
n 
yo
ur
 w
or
k,
" 
he
 s
ai
d.

M
a
n
g
r
a
m
 
sa
id
 
an
ot
he
r 
re

as
on

 f
or

 t
he
 h
ig
h 
pr
od
uc
-

ti
vi

ty
 h
e 
ha

s 
in
 t
he
 p
la
nt
 c
a
n
 b
e 
tr
ac
ed
 t
o 
th
e 
fa

ct
 a
ll

 h
is

wo
rk
er
s 

ba
dl

y 
ne
ed
 t
he

ir
 j
ob

s.
 H
e
 e
xp
la
in
ed
 h
e 
ha

s 
on
e

w
o
m
a
n
 w
it
h 
ni
ne
 c
hi

ld
re

n 
an
d 
a
 d
is
ab
le
d 
hu
sb
an
d.

H
e
 s
ai

d 
on
ly
 s
ix

 w
o
m
e
n
 o
n
 h
is

 w
o
r
k
 f
or

ce
 h
av

e 
hu
s-

ba
nd

s 
w
h
o
 a
re
 w
or
ki
ng
 f
ul
l-
ti
me
.

M
a
n
g
r
a
m
,
 w
h
o
 f
or
me
rl
y 
wo
rk
ed
 f
or
 B
oe
in
g 
a
n
d
 f
or

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l 
Te
le
ph
on
e 
a
n
d
 T

el
eg
ra
ph
, 
sa
id
 
hi
s 
pl
an
t

ha
sn
't
 "
m
a
d
e
 a
 f
or

tu
ne

" 
fo

r 
Co

nt
ro

l 
D
a
t
a
 y
et

, 
bu
t 
it

 i
s 
a

pr
of
it
ab
le
 o
pe
ra
ti
on
. 
La
st
 m
o
n
t
h
 t
he
 p
la
nt
 h
ad
 b
il
li
ng
s 
of

$1
9,

00
0.

 I
ts
 t
ot
al
 p
ay
ro
ll
 f
or

 t
he
 m
o
n
t
h
 w
a
s
 $
11
,0
00
.

A
n
d
 e
ve

n 
th
ou
gh
 t
he
 w
o
m
e
n
 a
re
 w
or
ki
ng
 f
or
 $
2.
40
 a
n

ho
ur

, 
m
a
n
y
 o
f 
t
h
e
m
 a
re
 o
nl
y 
ne
tt
in
g 
ab
ou
t 
$1
 a
n 
ho
ur
 b
e-

ca
us
e 

th
ei

r 
we

lf
ar

e 
pa
ym
en
ts
 a
re

 r
ed
uc
ed
 w
h
e
n
 t
he

y 
go

to
 w
or
k.

Th
is
 
m
e
a
n
s
 a
 b

en
ef

it
 f

or
 t

ax
pa
ye
rs
, 
Tr
ad
er
 s

ai
d,

"b
ut
 t
he
 r

ea
l 
ga
in
 i

s 
gi
vi
ng
 t
he
se
 w
or
ke
rs
 a
 c
ha
nc
e 
to

im
pr

ov
e 
th
ei
r 
st
an
da
rd
 o
f 
li
vi
ng
."



898

[Prom the CPR National Journal, May 1, 1971]

EDUCATION REPORT/OIDO GOES AHEAD WITH VOUCHER PLANS DESPITE OPPOSITION
FROM TEACHER GROUPS

(By Ed Willingham)

The Nixon Administration, over the opposition of teachers, unions and church
groups, plans to go ahead with a test of whether competition among schools can
lead to better education for poor children.
The experiment, designed by the Office of Economic Opportunity, would provide

vouchers to parents which they could give to the school of their choice—public
or private, religious or secular—as payment for a year's tuition for their children.
The experiment is scheduled to begin in the fall of 1972.
The experiment would force. the neighborhood school, other public schools and

nonpublic schools to compete for students—a revolutionary concept. If parents
did not consider the neighborhood school satisfactory, they could select another.
An incentive for schools to work harder on programs for the poor would be

built into the experiment—youchers given to the parents of poor children would
have a cash value one-third higher than those issued to other families.
The experiment would be financed primarily with state and local funds that

are now going to public schools. Opposition: Opposing interest groups, led by
the National Education Association and the American Federation of Teachers,
have taken their case to Capitol Hill. But prospects of blocking the voucher pro-
gram in Congress do not appear good, and so the opposition also has laid plans
to try to stop it at the state or local level.
The opposition is fighting the plan on grounds that public schools already are

inadequately financed and that the plan would mean sharing public school funds
with private schools. The argument is that the concept would undermine the
public school system.
The antivoucher interest groups also say it is unconstitutional to support re-

ligious schools with public tax dollars.
Their Washington pressure point is the authorizing legislation for 0E0, which

expires June 30. They hope to persuade Congress to write into any extension
a clause prohibiting voucher experiments.
The colition is having little success with Republicans. Among the Democrats,

the coalition at one point appeared to have won strong support from Rep. Carl
D. Perkins, Ky., chairman of the House Education and Labor Committee. During
hearings April 2, Perkins, referring to the voucher plan, said he did not intend
to take "Something to the floor of the House which involves only a few million
dollars and which might cause the committee to be slapped down, when there
are so many great priorities such as Head Start."
But in an about-face April 20, Perkins said he would "go along" with the

experiment.
The opposition groups also are working against the plan in the states, where

legislatures must enact enabling legislation, and in local communities, where
school boards would have to approve any voucher experiment.
Education office: The Office of Education, which discussed with 0E0 the pos-

sibility of joint sponsorship of a voucher experiment in 1969, has reservations
about the proposal.
James J. Gallagher, former deputy commissioner of education for planning,

research and evaluation (1967-70), said the use of vouchers is a middle-class
concept.

"It's unlikely that poor families will go around searching for the best schools
for their children, that they have the resources or the inclination to do this.
That's the behavior of upper-middle-class families looking for a good college,"
Gallagher said.
Education industry.—Some companies in the education field see the voucher

plan as an opportunity to display new techniques of teaching the poor.
Allen D. Calvin, chairman of the board of Behavioral Research Laboratories

Inc., Palo Alto, Calif., told National Journal that his firm would start at least
one school in every city that participates in an experiment with vouchers.
"And I think other companies would be interested in starting schools," he said.
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THE PLAN

Poverty officials adopted the voucher plan after several years of searching
for ways to make the public education system more responsive to the needs of
poor children.
Origin.—An article by Milton Friedman, University of Chicago economist,

started the detailed research which led to the 0E0 plan in its present form.
(Friedman's article, entitled "The Role of Government in Education," appeared

in 1955 in Economics in. the Public Interest, edited by Robert A. Solo. It was
reprinted in slightly revised form in Friedman's 1962 book, Capitalism and
Freedom.)
Gerson M. Green, former chief of research, and demonstration for 0E0 (1969-

69), told National Journal that he was on the verge of deciding that nothing
could be done about overhauling the schools before he read the Friedman article.
"I usually don't agree with Friedman on the politics of change," Green said,

"but I liked this. He said that if you put power and responsibility in the hands
of consumers of education, then they will bring about the change they want
through their choice of schools. It's more complicated than that, but that's the
idea."
Green said he invited Christopher Jencks, president of the Center for the

Study of Public Policy and associate professor of education at Harvard Univer-
sity, to Washington in the early summer of 1969 to discuss the voucher idea.
Request.—Late that summer, Jencks asked 0E0 for a grant to design in

detail a voucher experiment.
His proposal was presented to Donald Rumsfeld, now a counselor to President

Nixon, shortly after Rumsfeld was sworn in as director of 0E0 in May 1969.
Jencks said that the Republicans were less "bullish" about vouchers than the

Democrats. "The Democrats were committed to doing an experiment," he said.
Jencks said Rumsfeld and Thomas K. Glennan Jr., director of 0E0's Office

of Research and Evaluation, told him that "we should get a report and then
if that made sense, we could talk about going into the community."
Accoptance.—Richard Cheney, an assistant to Rumsfeld both at 0E0 and

now at the White House, told National Journal that Rumsfeld liked the idea from
the start and "made a hell of a push to get the grant through the bureaucracy
and out of the agency."
However, Cheney said, Rumsfeld knew that the concept involved important

legal issues, such as church-state separation.
Before Rumsfeld approved the grant, he asked Glennan for a recommendation.

Glennan said in an interview that when the grant proposal reached him, 0E0
was thinking in terms of a demonstration to begin in the fall of 1970. Glennan
said the grant proposal was rewritten to make it more theoretical and to include
an analysis of problems that might arise and of ways to meet them.
0E0 awarded a $196,313 grant to Jencks' center at Harvard on Dec. 18, 1969.

The center's preliminary report, completed in March 1970, became the basis
for the voucher experiment.
Implementation.—Jeffry S. Schiller, acting director of 0E0's experimental

research division, said 0E0 is prepared to fund at least two voucher experi-
ments. Each experiment would run from five to eight years.
The experiments would be conducted in elementary schools in school districts

which are racially and economically mixed. About 12,000 students would be
involved in each experiment.

Voucher agency.—A community in the experiment would establish an educa-
tional voucher agency, composed of representatives of existing public and
private schools and of new schools formed to participate in the program.
The voucher agency would establish the standards under which schools could

qualify for participation. It also would issue and honor all vouchers in that
community.

Schiller said 0E0 would not be represented on the voucher agency, but would
maintain close liaison with the experiment after it went into operation.
He said 0E0 would be responsible for evaluating the experiment, to deter-

mine what impact it was having as it proceeded, and for auditing the experi-
ment, to be certain that it was proceeding as planned. Payments to the voucher
agency would be stopped if the agency were not functioning properly.

63-121 0 - 71 - pt. 3 -- 16
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Finances.—Schiller said a local school board would turn over to the agencyfrom its own funds a sum roughly equivalent to the per-pupil expenditure of theschool district multiplied by the number of public-school children participatingin the experiment.
0E0 would give to the agency a sum equivalent to the per-pupil expenditureof the local school district multiplied by the number of private-school childrentaking part.
In addition, 0E0 would give the agency a supplement equivalent to about one-third of normal per-pupil expenditures for each participating child from a poorhome. For example, if a district's per-pupil expenditure were $600 a year, 0E0would place $200 in the agency treasury for each educationally deprived child.0E0 also would pay for transportation beyond a district's current budget—for moving a child from a ghetto to a suburban school, for example.The poverty agency also would pay "start-up" costs for new schools opened bycommunity groups, but not for profit-making schools created by education com-panies. Start-up costs would include equipment for classrooms, but not classroomconstruction.
There are varying estimates of how much the experiments will cost 0E0.Schiller, in conversation with National Journal, estimated that each of thetwo 0E0 projects would cost about $5 million a year, for a total of $60 millionfor a six-year period.
But John 0. Wilson, assistant 0E0 dierctor for planning, research and evalua-

tion, testified before the House Education and Labor Committee April 20 that
each experiment would cost about $3 million a year.
The Jencks study had estimated 0E0's cost at $6 million to $8 million a year

at each site.
Legal requirements.—The preliminary report of Jencks' center said that

schools woulld have to meet state and local criteria for accreditation with regard
to building codes, teacher certification and curriculum.
The report recommended that a voucher agency "obtain waivers of unneces-

sarily restrictive state and local education regulations."
"If extensive curriculum and teacher certification requirements were imposed

on every participating school," the report said, "the trend would be toward uni-
formity rather than diversity. This would discourage innovative schools and
would reduce the over-all level of choice available to parents."

Schiller said 0E0 concurs with the report's view. He said the states will
decide which regulations they will waive when they consider enabling legisla-
tion that each of them would have to approve before the experiment could begin.
The enabling legislation would be needed not only to waive regulations, but also
to permit public money to be spent in nonpublic schools, and to prevent transfers
of students from public to nonpublic schools from affecting the funds that a
school district receives on the basis of average daily attendance.
Sat eguards.—The center recommended, and 0E0 has adopted, safeguards de-

signed to assure that the experiment will operate as 0E0 intends.
Racial discrimination.— To avoid racial discrimination, the center recom-

mended that voucher schools be required to take all applicants as long as there are
vacancies.
When a school has more applicants than space, the center said, it should be

allowed to decide half of its enrollment on any nonracial criteria. (A Catholic
school, for example, could restrict half of its enrollment to Catholics.)
The remaining half of the enrollment would 'be determined by lottery, except

that the proportion of minority students accepted in the total enrollment would
have to match the proportion of minority students among total applicants.
Economic segregaron.—The center said in its report that economic segregation

could be avoided by making maximum tuition match the value of the vouchers.
Otherwise, the report said, a voucher school could exclude the poor by charging
$300 more per year than the voucher is worth.
This provision would likely mean that private schools generally would not

participate, since their tuition customarily is substantially higher than the
average per-pupil expenditure in public schools.
0E0 expects that most private schools in the voucher project would be those

established 'by community associations or by parents and teachers.
An 0E0 pamphlet describing the voucher experiment says that "small new

schools of all types could come into operation—Montessori, Summerhill, open
classrooms, among others."
Sectarian instruction.—The center also recommended that vouchers going to

parochial schools be worth no more than the cost of the school's secular in-
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struction. Otherwise, public funds would be supporting sectarian instruction.
Friedmans' views.—Friedman, the man whose ideas led to the voucher pro-gram, is not happy with the way it has developed.
"I view with dismay," he said in a conversation with National Journal, "manyof the particular restrictions recommended in the Jencks study. Most of theelements introduced by them have made it worse, not 'better.
"They were So committed to absolute equality that they've thrown the baby

out with the bath. The whole point of the Idea was to open up education to the
cleansing winds of competition."
Friedman said that the present education system is in a "straitjacket" imposedby teachers' unions, political pressures and other factors. 0E0's voucher re-

strictions would tend to create another "straitjacket" situation, he said.
Among the requirements singled out for criticism by Friedman was the one

mandating that schools pick half their students at random. This, he said, would
prevent development of specialized schools.
Planning grants.—In early February, 0E0 announced small preplanning grants

for three communities—Gary, Ind., Alum Rock, Calif., and Seattle, Wash. San
Diego and San Francisco also are considering applying for preplanning grants.
The selected communities will spend about three months testing community

attitudes toward a voucher experiment and designing the broad outlines of a
plan for each community. They will then report back to 0E0.

ADMINISTRATION

By late 1970, 0E0 had received several applications from school districts for
voucher planning grants.
But the poverty agency also had compaints from several national groups,

and it began to have second thoughts about the kind of experiment it wanted to
conduct.
Full vouchers.—Throughout 1970, Rumsfeld pressed his education researchers

to consider all of the alternatives to a full-voucher system in which public, re-
ligious and other private schools could participate.
He asked for thorough review of a plan under which the vouchers could be

used only in public schools, and of another plan under which the vouchers would
go to the poor for remedial instruction.
Glennan, 0E0's research director, said he himself wavered once, but he usually

argued for full vouchers. He said he held out for an experiment that might lead
to significant and basic change in the educational system. 0E0 also was aware,
he said, that a more modest program might produce more applications than the
agency could process.

Assistant 0E0 Director Wilson said he and Glennan eventually reached agree-
ment that full vouchers and partial vouchers "were quite different animals."
"The partial voucher," Wilson said, "is more like compensatory education,

while the full voucher is innovative change. We met with Rumsfeld two or three
times over a period of a week and laid this out"
Rumsfeld decided to go with the full voucher—one of the last decisions he

made before going to the White House Dec. 10 as counselor to the President.
White House.—Glennan said 0E0 decided to consider a voucher experiment

before the Nixon Administration had laid out its position on elementary and
secondary education.
But he said the voucher experiment is consistent with the Administration po-

sition announced by President Nixon March 3, 1970.
In a message to Congress on education reform, Mr. Nixon said federal educa-

tion programs for the poor "have not measurably helped poor children catch up."
He called for more research into how children learn and how teaching can be
more effective. "As we get more education for the dollar, we will ask the Con-
gress to supply many more dollars for education," he said.
Mr. Nixon also approved another new concept: accountability, the theory that

school officials should be held accountable for the performance of their students.
Glennan said the 0E0 project represents the kind of experimentation and

research of which the President spoke. And he said that under the voucher
approach, schools would be accountable to parents.
Glennan said the voucher experiment was not mentioned in the President's

message—which Glennan helped to draft—because the task force that worked
on the speech did not want to leave an impression that Mr. Nixon would be,
supporting the voucher concept on a nationwide basis.
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The voucher experiment was not discussed with anyone at the White House
until Rumsfeld joined the President's staff, Glennan said.
0E0's role as lead agency in the voucher experiment is consistent with

the redirection of the agency's mission that Mr. Nixon has laid out. In a Feb. 19,
1969, message to Congress, the President said the agency's "greatest value" is
as an "incubator" for new programs for the poor "during their initial, experi-
mental phases."
The poverty agency, in another test of the accountability idea, is funding

several performance contracts designed to increase productivity in schools. 0E0
took over the lead in testing the idea from the Office of Education last year.
(For a report on performance contracting and accountability, see Vol. 2, No. 43,
p. 2324.)
HEW.—Gallagher, the former deputy commissioner of the HEW Depart-

ment's Office of Education, said the office had considered funding its own study
of vouchers but discarded the idea because the problems—including the segrega-
tion and separation-of-church-and-state issues—seemed overwhelming. But he
said the only thing that prevented the office from cosponsoring the Jencks study
of vouchers was lack of funds.
The office still is more cautious about a voucher experiment than the poverty

agency, Gallagher said.
"The ODO people weren't burdened with knowledge of, or commitment to, the

(education) system that's there now," he said, "They could feel free about
changing it. The people at the Office of Education are closer to the system, are
more committed to it and realize it's not so easy to change."
Gallagher is now director of the Frank Porter Graham Center for Child

Development at the University of North Carolina.
Marland.—Sidney P. Marland Jr., Commissioner of Education, told National

Journal that it was appropriate for 0E0 to take the lead in a voucher experiment.
Marland said 0E0 was supposed to "take risks" and sponsor "highly experi-

mental projects." If they prove out, he said, they can be turned over to other
agencies, as Head Start and Follow Through have been.
In his first press conference as commissioner, Marland said on Dec. 15 that

he had serious misgivings about the experiment because he did not want to
promise minorities better schooling and then discover there are no new schools
waiting to cash children's vouchers.
I think our needs are more massive and global (than the solutions promised

by vouchers)," he said.
Richardson.—HEW Secretary Elliot L. Richardson, in testimony Feb. 17

before the House Labor-HEW appropriations subcommittee, said: "We in HEW
feel that while it is desirable to find out what the implications (of vouchers)
are through direct experimentation, we view it with considerable reserve at this
stage."

OPPOSITION

The National Education Association, an organization of 1,100,000 teachers, and
the American Federation of Teachers, which represents 250,000 teachers, are
leading a vigorous fight against vouchers, with support from 16 other national
organizations.
NEA.—Helen Bain, president of the education association, told National Jour-

nal she opposes the voucher plan because it would drain public funds from an
already underfinanced public school system and because—if applied in the
South—it would encourage segregated schools.
Mrs. Bain said she is familiar with the racial safeguards in the 0E0 proposal

but does not trust them to work.
Voucher schools could get around the restrictions, she said, by charging the

standard tuition but making it clear that parents were expected to make a dona-
tion to the school as grounds for accepting their children.
"I think some schools would have a few token poor, a few token blacks, and

a large number of children from wealthy homes," she said.
Mrs. Bain said local government pays about half the cost of public education,

while state government pays about 40 per cent. The federal government picks up
7 per cent of the cost.
"That's an unrealistic share for the federal government." she said. "The Presi-

dent says he is worried about state and local government, but what better way
is there to help them than to take more of the cost of education? I think vouchers
is double-talk to keep from financing public education."
Senate subcommittee.—John M. Lumley, assistant executive secretary of NEA

for government relations and citizenship, took NEA's case to the Senate Labor-
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HEW appropriations subcommittee last Aug. 6. He asked the subcommittee
to prohibit 0E0 from spending federal funds on vouchers until the appropriate
authorizing committees "explore the matter thoroughly."
Lumley said 0E0 had not made it clear that public school children who turn

to private voucher schools will take public school funds with them.
The subcommittee approved the fiscal 1971 Labor-HEW-0E0 appropriations

bill (HR 18515) without strings. Stanley J. McFarland, Lumley's assistant in
government relations, said the subcommittee felt the issue should be resolved by
education authorizing committees.
(Unless Congress specifically prohibits 0E0 from proceeding with the experi-

ment, the agency is free to do so. The money for the experiment would come from
the 0E0 research budget, which would total $73 million under fiscal 1972 budget
requests.)

California.—Democratie Assemblyman Leo J. Ryan, who is sponsoring enabling
legislation for the voucher experiment in California's legislature, told National
Journal that he faces "formidable difficulty" in getting his bill approved.
He said opposition is led by the California Teachers Association, an affiliate

of NEA, and by affiliates of the American Federation of Teachers.
"A substantial amount of work is being done here already," he said. "They are

sending letters to their constituents, telling them that such-and-such a legislator
is for the bill and to get on him. The pressure is beginning to mount."
Ryan said he thinks he has enough votes to get the bill to the assembly floor.

"Beyond that, it becomes a little more unpredictable," he said.
AFT.—The American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO, has attacked the

voucher experiment repeatedly in its monthly publication, American Teacher.
Writing in the November issue, Larry Sibelman, executive vice president of

United Teachers—Los Angeles, said the voucher idea is being supported by a
variety of special interests.
Advocates of community control of public schools support the voucher experi-

ment, he sad, because they "feel the voucher system might supplant the present
public schools with a curricular scheme fulfilling unmet ethnic or racial
aspirations."
Parochial-school officials support the plan because they could gain access to

public funds, he said. Other private school groups are interested because "in-
creased profits may be derived from expansion and creation of more facilities."
David Selden, president of AFT, wrote in the February issue of the Teachers

College Record: ". . . like so many catchy educational schemes, (the voucher
plan) tends to divert national attention from the real and basic needs of children
and the schools.
"Whether education is carried on by people—teachers and paraprofessionals—

or by machines watched over by people, there is a relationship between cost and
educational effort."
iSelden said the "dynamite which lies ready for detonation just below the sur-

face of the voucher controversy is the growing issue of public support for
religious-related schools."
Kansas City.—Last ,September, while Kansas City, Mo., was considering taking

part in a voucher experiment, Louis T. Hurt, president of the Kansas City teach-
ers union, persuaded the school board to hold a public hearing.

After witnesses from the AFT, the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People and other organizations testified against the plan, Hurt said,
"Vouchers was not pursued much."

"It is a dead issue out here now," he said.
Power base.--Carl J. Megel, legislative director of the AFT, said in an inter-

view that the union can still try to block vouchers even if Congress permits the
experiment to continue.

01350 wants to try the plan in a large city, he said, and the union is the exclusive
bargaining agent in 250 urban school districts.
"The union may not be able to stop a 'board from putting it in, but we will try,"

he said.
Coalition.—Last September, NEA and the teachers union formed an informal

coalition which "has developed into a real opposition group," according to NEA's
McFarland.
Members of the coalition are the American Association of School Administra-

tors, the American Association of University Women, the AFT, the American
Jewish Committee, the American Jewish Congress, Americans United for Separa-
tion of Church and State, the 'Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs, the
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Council of Chief State School Officers, the Jewish Welfare Board, the NationalAssociation of Elementary School Principals, the National Congress of Parentsand Teachers, the National Council of Jewish Women, NEA, the National SchoolBoards Association, the American Parents Committee, and the Joint WashingtonOffice for Social Concerns, representing the American Ethical Union, the Amer-ican Humanist Association and the Unitarian Universalist Association.Hearings.—On Oct. 20, the coalition asked for a congressional investigationof the voucher plan in telegrams to former Sen. (1957-71) Ralph W. Yar-borough, D-Tex., who was chairman of the Senate Labor and Public WelfareCommittee, and to Rep. Perkins.
Yarborough was defeated for reelection before he could schedule a hearing;Perkins' Education and Labor Committee held a hearing April 2.
Joint statement.—Eleven members of the coalition submitted a joint state-ment during the Perkins hearings. The joint statement said, in part:
"We believe that programs approved by Congress should be carried out. Webelieve that no so-called experiments which are directly or indirectly aimed ataltering or possibly destroying basic American institutions such as the publicschools should be undertaken without clear direction from the Congress as repre-sentatives of the American people."
The Council of Chief State School Officers did not sign the joint statement,saying it went too far. The American Jewish Committee, the Jewish WelfareBoard, the National Congress of Parents and Teachers and the National School

Boards Association did not join in for various reasons, including the fact thatsome of their Washington representatives were out of the city when the state-ment was circulated for clearance.
Separate statements.—In addition to the joint statement, a number of organiza-tions submitted separate statements in opposition to the experiment.
John W. Baker, acting executive director of the Baptist Joint Committee onPublic Affairs, said he thought the experiment would be divisive in effect.
"The public school system has long played a vital role in the melting pot

of American society," he said. "The experiment would invite the creation ofmany new schools.
"'Hard hat,' White Citizens Council Bla'ck Panther, John Birch. Socialist

Workers schools are not hard to anticipate. They'would provide alternatives.
They would divide and weaken our nation."
Joseph B. Robison, general counsel of the American Jewish Congress, said

the experiment threatens church-State separation.
"Regardless of technical formulas designed to evade constitutional problems,

the simple fact is that voucher plans would make possible the creation and con-tinuance of religious schools—that is, schools established for the purpose of
fostering specific religious tenets," he said. "That would be a plain violation
of the principle of separation of church and state, under which religion has
prospered in this country." (For background on the church-state controversy
before the Supreme Court, see No. 3, p. 120.)
AFL-CIO.—In a statement last Aug. 3, the AFL-CIO executive council de-

scribed the voucher experiment as "one of the most bizarre proposals yet to
emanate from within the Nixon Administration," said the Council:
". . . Hard-sell hucksters would promote their private educational institutions

with the reckless disregard for facts now used by the makers of detergents.
Religious sponsorship would become the excuse for increasing numbers of racially
segregated schools. Costly and tragic damage could be done to the public schools
unable to compete with the glittering promises of private enterprise educational
salesmen, greedy for a lion's share of vouchers.

"Organized labor has championed the public schools since their inception. It
is a sorry commentary upon the Nixon Administration's educational policies
that it is necessary for us at this late date in history to reiterate our belief that
for all children, rich or poor, black or white, the best hope for American educa-
tion lies in strengthening the public schools throughout the nation."
NAACP.—In a resolution adopted last July, the NAACP said that "despite

general assurances that the (0E0) plan would include safeguards to prevent
its use to further segregation, we deeply fear that this indeed would be the re-
sult. We are opposed to the use of any plan of this type as the result would
be to perpetuate segregation in the schools."

J. Francis Pohlhaus, counsel of the NAACP's Washington bureau, said that
despite the resolution, the office has not been active on Capitol Hill in opposition
to vouchers.

4
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ACLU.—The board of directors of the American Civil Liberties Union votedFeb. 6 to oppose the experiment, saying it would violate the principle of church-state separation, would tend to establish racially segregated schools in theSouth, would encourage the flight of middle-class children from public schools
in the North, and would weaken the public school system.

SUPPORT

While opposition to the experiment has been active and widespread, supportfor it has been confined to a few national groups.
NCEA.—The National Catholic Educational Association has endorsed the ex-

periment, and has described as "distressing" the "powerful and obviously well-
organized opposition even to plans for experimentation."
The Rev. C. Albert Koob, president of NCEA, said he is aware that a Catholic

school participating in the experiment might not be able to accommodate all
the Catholics who would be planning to attend a parochial school, if the school
should get more applications than it has spaces.
"We see the voucher plan as an experimental kind of program, and we will

never know if it works if we don't try it," he said. "The fact that some Catholics
might not find a place in the school is not a barrier to participation. Our people
want to try new and different things, particularly in the inner city. In some
of our schools, there is space for all who want to come."
Koob said the experiment cannot be considered a solution to the financial

problems of Catholic schools. (For background on Catholic school financial prob-
lems, see No. 3, p. 125.)
He said that results of the experiment will not be in for six years, and that

"many of our inner-city schools won't be here six years from now."
Citizens committee.—Gerald E. Sroufe, executive director of the National

Committee for Support of the Public Schools, said he supports the experiment,
although his association has not taken a formal position.
Sroufe said the "professional associations" have been engaging in "unreason-

able rhetoric" when they should have been asking why people have lost con-
fidence in public education.
"The school system is not working well for the poor, and we need to have not

just one monolithic system, but some alternatives as well, alternatives that work
for some children," he said.

Sroufe said he believes vouchers might work better for preschool children or
for dropouts than for elementary students. But he said 0E0 should proceed with
its experiment because it is "modest" and one way to experiment with a different
structure in education.

CONGRESS

National Journal interviewed 29 of the 50 Senators and Representatives on
0E0 oversight committees, or their staffs. The interviews, made it clear that
opponents of the experiment will have to make their case with Democrats.
Republicans already are sold on the plan.
William R. Bechtel, professional staff member of the Senate Labor and Public

Welfare Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty, said the sub-
committee does not expect to devote much time to the experiment during its
0E0 extension hearings. Bechtel said the subcommittee views the experiment as
one of many experiments that 0E0 sponsors, and that these experiments are
not given extensive congressional scrutiny.
"Our Sentors have not given much consideration to the voucher experiment,"

he said.
At hearings April 27, however, Sen. Gaylord Nelson, D-Wis., chairman of the

subcommittee, said he did have some reservations about the experiment.
He asked why 0E0 would put $550 million into an experiment when programs

with proven results were suffering from a lack of funds. As an example of a
program with an inadequate budget, he mentioned a teacher corps program
under which average students tutor disadvantaged students.
Nelson said the experiment would provide a choice of schools for the few

involved, but he said he did not think it would bring broad reform to public
education.

Nelson told National Journal that the subcommittee would have to have addi-
tional hearings before it would go as far as prohibiting the experiment. He said
he would not know whether further hearings would be held until he discussed the
issue with subcommittee members.
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Support: At the April 2 hearings of the House Committee on Education andLabor, Perkins said he had not made up his mind about the voucher plan. He alsoindicated that he held serious doubts about the experiment.
He said the amount of money involved in the experiment could be used in Head

Start without igniting a religious controversy.
"We have gotten considerable mail against these vouchers," Perkins said.
He also said he would ask OM Director Frank C. Carlucci to testify on

vouchers. Carlucci had already testified before Perkins on extending the agency's
authorization.
Perkins' surprise.—After 0E0 officials and others testified April 20, Perkinssurprised the poverty agency by announcing that he would "go along" with the

voucher experiment. Perkins said he had "never really been against" the experi-
ment, but had posed difficult questions "to get the facts."
Perkins said 0E0 should try the experiment in more than one city.
He said he thought his committee would join him in supporting the experiment.
Quie.—Rep. Albert H. Quie, R-Minn., ranking Republican on the House com-

mittee, commended 0E0 March 22 for conducting the voucher experiment. He
spoke at a House hearing on thei0E0 extension.
"It is easier for you to do the experiment than it would be for the Office of

Education—with all of the controversy—and I think it is good to have a pilot
project," he said.
Brademas.—Rep. John Brademas, D4Ind., chairman of the House Select Sub-

committee on Education, wrote to Rumsfeld Dec. 10 after an article in The
Evening Star (Washington, D.C.) indicated that 0E0 might not proceed with
the experiment.
"If it is true that you plan to delay or cancel vouchers, one must question the

value of 0E0 as a testing ground for new ideas and methods of helping the poor,"
Brademas said. "An innovative agency must be willing to tackle controversial
problems in order to seek better solutions; an unwillingness to do so would call
into question the whole idea behind the announced goal of experimentation.
"I realize that you may be subjected to pressures to discontinue your prelimi-

nary work on vouchers.
"But I would urge you to look to the larger issues. Your objective is not to

install the voucher system in all of the nation's schools, but merely to determine
whether the use of vouchers would have possible wider applicability. I would hope
that you would be able to fulfill that limited objective."
Others.—Those Representatives who also said that they are unwilling to stop

the voucher experiment are: William A. Steiger, R-Wis. ; Ogden R. Reid, R-N.Y. ;
Dominick V. Daniels, D.N.J. ; John N. Erlenborn, ; Marvin L. Esch, R-Mich. ;
John Dellenback, R-Ore. ; Romano L. Mazzoli, D-Ky. ; Victor V. Veysey, R-Calif. ;
Alphonzo Bell, R-Calif. ; Lloyd Meeds, D-Wash. ; and James H. Scheuer, D-N.Y.
They confined their support to the experiment and not to national application.

Sens. Alan Cranston, D-Calif. : Robert Taft Jr., R-Ohio ; and Peter H. Dominick,
R-Colo., said they support the experiment. Cranston said his support would be
based on the possibility the plan would improve the public school system;
Dominick said he has questions about the use of vouchers nationally for all
education.

Opposition.—Opposition in Congress to vouchers rests on a variety of premises.
Pucinski.—Roman C. Pucinski, D-Ill., chairman of the House Education and

Labor General Subcommittee on Education, said he is disturbed that the Office
of Education would be "by-passed" in the voucher experiment.
"If a voucher system is to be tested," he said, "I would rather have it tested

by OE, where you are going to have standards and criteria developed by
educators."
Pucinski said some private schools are supporting the experiment when,

in his opinion, they should be "reading the fine print." He said that parochial
schools might not be able to accommodate their present students and that "the
federal government would become deeply involved in the management of those
schools which have been strong because of their independence of the
establishment."
Hawkins.—Rep. Augustus F. Hawkins, D-Calif., said that he is opposed to

experimentation, but that he is opposed to "taking it (funds) out of the mouths
of the poor." 0E0 funds should go into programs that fight poverty rather than
into experiments, he said.
"I do not think there is anything new about private schools," he said. "That's

what we had before we had public schools, and they operated for the elite."
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Undedded.—Representatives who said they have not yet taken a position
on the voucher experiment are: Shirley Chisholm, D-N.Y. ; Peter A. Peyser,
R-N.Y. ; Joseph M. Gaydos, D-Pa. ; Mario Biaggi, D-N.Y. ; Jack F. Kemp, R-N.Y. ;
Edwin B. Forsythe, R-N.J. ; Frank Thompson Jr, D-N.J. ; Earl B. Ruth, R-N.C. ;
Herman Badillo, D-N.Y. ; Edwin D. Eshleman, R-Pa. ; and Orval Hansen, R-Idaho.

Sens. Edward M. Kennedy, D-Mass. ; Harold E. Hughes, D-Iowa ; and Richard
S. Schweiker, R-Pa., also are undecided.

EDUCATION BUSINESSES

Some businesses in the education field are showing interest in the experiment.
However, 0E0's Schiller said there has been less business interest in the experi-
mental vouchers than in 0E0's performance-contracting experiment.
In the performance-contracting experiment, school districts have contracted

with education companies for instruction in remedial reading and mathematics.
The companies will be paid according to the performance of the students.
Among the companies showing interest in vouchers are Behavioral Research

Laboratories, Palo Alto, Calif., and Quality Educational Development, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Behavioral Research Laboratories: An entire elementary school in Gary, Ind.,
is being operated by BRL under a contract with the school board, and BRL Chair-
man Calvin said the firm will start at least one school in each city involved in
the experiment.
"We feel that the thing that prevents inner-city public schools from being re-

sponsive to the needs of parents and students is all the rules and regulations and
bureaucratic stifling that prevents real change or reaction to the needs of parents
and students," Calvin said in an interview. "We think we can demonstrate that
these shools can be effective."
Calvin said competition would help the field of education, as "students and

parents count for a great deal more where there is a choice." He said most
students cannot choose among schools at the present time because of the extra cost
of private schools.
Educational development: C. J. Donnelly, director of contract operations for

QED, said: "I'm reasonably sure that in one community or another, we will open
some type of learning center. We're looking at it. But I doubt we would open at
every site."

Donnelly said that performance contracting is limited to larger school districts
because of the expense involved in staff and instructional materials. But, he said,
it may be possible for companies to participate in voucher programs even in small
districts.
"It will be interesting to see if corporations can provide educational services

in smaller districts," he said. "I can see a mobile classroom facility that you could
put in a smaller town."
Turnkey systems.—Charles L. Blaschke, president of Education Turnkey Sys-

tems, a company that acts as liaison between school systems and performance-
contracting companies, said some schools in the voucher experiment might sign
performance contracts with education companies. The companies would provide
instruction in reading and in mathematics.
He said the public schools might sign contracts with two or three performance

contractors, decide which company has the best and then adopt that company's
approach for the school system.

OUTLOOK

0E0 will receive reports from school districts with preplanning voucher-
experiment grants in about one month. The school districts will state whether
they want to go to the next stage.

If the communities decide to go ahead, then 0E0 will select two or more for
planning grants—roughly $200,000 each. The communities selected will plan the
details of a voucher experiment to go into full operation in the fall of 1972.
Before the experiment can begin, however, the 0E0 project must survive the

current 'challenges to it in Congress, at the state level, and in local communities.
If the experiment is tried and is successful, OBO's Glennan said he thinks

vouchers would be largely "a local option."
"If local districts think they can achieve something with this, I think they

should be allowed to do it," he said.
Glennan said that he does not expect a voucher system to be adopted on a

nationwide basis. He said he could envision a state deciding to try a voucher
experiment.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, SOCIAL AND REHABILI-TATION SERVICE, NATIONAL CENTER FOR SOCIAL STATISTICS

CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS OF AFDC RECIPIENTS UNDER THE WORK INCENTIVEPROGRAM AS OF THE LAST DAY OF THE QUARTER ENDED JUNE 30, 1970
The tables attached to this release show the child care arrangements forchildren receiving AFDC whose mothers were enrolled in the Work IncentiveProgram on June 30, 1970 and, as of the same date, the number whose motherscould not be referred to the Work Incentive Program solely because such carewas not available.

COVERAGE OF REPORTS

Reports were received from 42 States including two incomplete reports (Illi-nois—excludes Cook County; Maryland—excludes Baltimore City). ElevenStates1 did not report, and New Hampshire had no WIN Program.
The 42 States reporting included 70 percent of the families receiving AFDCin the month of June.

CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS

In the 42 States reporting, 40,500 mothers or other caretakers were enrolled
in the WIN Program as of June 30,1970.

Child care was provided for 96,300 of their children, of whom slightly more
than 44 percent were under 6 years of age and slightly less than 56 percent were
6 through 14 years old.

One-half of the children were cared for in their own homes; slightly more than
one-tenth in relatives' homes; slightly more than one-fifth in day care facilities;
and slightly less than one-fifth had other arrangements.
Care in own home.—Of the 40,9002 children cared for in their own homes,

somewhat less than one-tenth were cared for by the father; somewhat more than
one-half by another relative; somewhat less than two-fifths by a nonrelative ;
and slightly more than 1 percent by a homemaker. Less than one-half (44 percent)
were under 6 years of age and more than one-half (56 percent) were 6 through
14 years of age.

Care in day care facilities.—Altogether 18,900 children were eared for in day
care facilities, of whom Somewhat more than one-half received care in a family
day care home; slightly less than 3 percent in a group day care home; and
somewhat less than one-half in a day care center. Somewhat less than three-fifths
(58 percent) were under 6 years of age and somewhat more than two-fifths (42
percent) were 6 through 14 years of age.
Other arrangements.—For 12,900 children, arrangements other than those de-

scribed above were made. For two-fifths of the children, no special arrangements
were made 'because the caretaker was working or in training only during the
child's school hours; about one-fifth (6 through 14 years of age) looked after
themselves; and somewhat less than two-fifths had some other type of arrange-
ment. Most of these children (85 percent) were 6 through 14 years of age.

LACK OF CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS

Of the 42 States reporting, three3 did not provide data on the lack of child
care arrangements.
In the other 39 States, 4,700 mothers or other caretakers could not be referred

to the State Manpower Agency for enrollment in the WIN Program for the sole
reason that child care arrangements were not available. Child care arrangements
were not available for 12,300 children of whom somewhat less than one-half (47
percent) were under 6 years of age and somewhat more than one-half (53 per-
cent) were 6 through 14 years of age.

1 Arizona, California, Guam, Indiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, Ohio, Texas, Virgin Islands,Washington, and Wisconsin.
2 Excludes New York. Detail on arrangements not reported.
a Connecticut, Kentucky, and New York.
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In these 39 States, the mothers who lacked necessary child care arrangements
comprised slightly more than one-tenth of all those who needed arrangements in
order to accept work or training. Their children represented slightly more than
one-tenth of all children in both age groups, that is under 6 and 6 through 14
years of age, who needed such arrangements.

COMPARISON OF CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE QUARTERS ENDED MARCH 31, 1970
AND JUNE 30, 1970

In the 3-month period ended June 30, 1970, the number of mothers enrolled
in the WIN Program increased by 19 percent and the number of their children
provided child care increased by 25 percent. The increase in the number of
children under 6 years of age (31 percent) was somewhat higher than the in-
crease for children 6 through 14 years of age (21 percent).'
Larger numbers of children were cared for under all types of arrangements in

June than in March. The number of children cared for in their own homes in-
creased by 23 percent; in relatives' homes, by 31 percent; in day care facilities
by 20 percent; and other arrangements, by 26 percent.
The number of mothers who could not be enrolled in the WIN Program for the

sole reason that child care was not available increased by 24 percent from March
to June, while their children for whom care was not available increased by 28
percent. For children under 6 years of age the percentage increase (28 percent)
was lower than that for children 6 through 14 years of age (30 percent).5

TABLES

Table 1.—Number of mothers or other caretakers enrolled in the WIN Pro-
gram and number of their children provided child care, by age group and by
State, as of the last day of the quarter ended June 30, 1970.
Table 2.—Child care arrangements, by type of arrangement, by age group,

and by State, of mothers or other caretakers enrolled in the WIN Program as
of the last day of the quarter ended June 30, 1970.
Table 2.A.—Children receiving care in own home, by type of arrangement,

by age group, and by State, as of the last day of the quarter ended June 30, 1970.
Table 2.B.—Children receiving care in day care facilities, by type of facility,

by age group, and by State, as of the last day of the quarter ended June 30, 1970.
Table 2.C.—Children receiving care other than in own home, relative's home,

or day care facility, by type of arrangement, by age group, and by State, as of
the last day of the quarter ended June 30, 1970.
Table 3.—Number of mothers or other caretakers who could not be referred

to the State Manpower Agency for enrollment in the WIN Program solely
because adequate child care arrangements were not available and number of
children requiring child care, by age group and by State, as of the last day of
the quarter ended June 30, 1970.

4 Based on 36 States that represent 58 percent of the AFDC caseload for the month
of June 1970.

Based on 33 States.
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TABLE 1.-NUM BER OF MOTHERS OR OTHER CARETAKERS ENROLLED IN THE WIN PROGRAM AND NUMBER OF THEIR
CHILDREN PROVIDED CHILD CARE, BY AGE GROUP AND BY STATE, AS OF THE LAST DAY OF THE QUARTER ENDED
JUNE 30, 1970

State

Number of
mothers
or other

caretakers

Number of children

Total

Under
6 years
of age

6 through
14 years

of age

Total 40, 500 96, 300 42, 900 53, 400

Alabama 720 1,900 990 860
Alaska 030 300 120 170
Arkansas 480 1,200 540 640
Colorado 1,200 2,700 1,300 1,500
Connecticut 680 1,600 690 940
Delaware 260 740 400 340
District of Columbia 260 640 310 330
Florida 1,800 4,200 2,400 1,900
Georgia 3,000 7,500 3,500 4,000
Hawaii 16 29 20 9
Idaho_ 420 820 480 340
Illinois' 170 430 230 200
Iowa 710 1,600 740 890
Kansas 380 990 440 550
Kentucky 1,800 4,500 1,800 2,700
Louisiana 970 2,800 1,200 1,600
Maine 340 910 530 380
Maryland 2 360 920 400 510
Massachusetts 400 810 300 510
Michigan 3, 800 8,200 2,600 5,600
Minnesota 960 2,100 1,000 1,100
Missouri 1,000 2,800 1,300 1,500
Montana 230 560 270 290
Nevada 18 27 14 13
New Jersey 1,400 3,700 1,500 2,300
New Mexico 420 910 490 420
New York 8,000 15, 400 8,000 7,400
North Carolina 430 1, 100 480 630
North Dakota 170 330 180 140
Oklahoma 280 740 340 400
Oregon 300 600 320 280
Pennsylvania 1,800 4,700 2,200 2,500
Puerto Rico 2,400 8,500 2,700 5,800
Rhode Island 380 850 360 480
South Carolina 85 220 58 160
South Dakota 140 310 170 140
Tennessee 1,500 4, 100 1,800 2,200
Utah 1,200 2.200 890 1,300
Vermont 100 260 C. 140
Virginia 1, 100 3,000 1, ,,1.,/ 1,700
West Virginia 350 820 410 410
Wyoming 120 280 130 140

1 Excludes Cook County.
2 Excludes Baltimore City.
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TABLE 3.—NUMBER OF MOTHERS OR OTHER CARETAKERS WHO COULD NOT BE REFERRED TO THE STATE MAN-
POWER AGENCY FOR ENROLLMENT IN THE WIN PROGRAM SOLELY BECAUSE ADEQUATE CHILD CARE
ARRANGEMENTS WERE NOT AVAILABLE AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN REQUIRING CHILD CARE, BY AGE GROUP
AND BY STATE, AS OF THE LAST DAY OF THE QUARTER ENDED JUNE 30, 1970

State

Number of Number of children
mothers
or other

caretakers Total
Under 6

years of age
6 through 14
years of age

Total  4,700 12,300 5,800 6,200
Alabama 6 21 14 7Alaska 0 0 0 0Arkansas 27 88 45 43Colorado  78 180 120 63Connecticut (2) (2) (2) (2)Delaware 0 0 0 0District of Columbia 0 0 0 0Florida 2 3 3 0Georgia 320 830 440 390Hawaii 58 100 68 35Idaho 1 3 2 1Illinois' 
Iowa 

1,100
2

2,600
7

1,300
6

1, 300
1Kansas 34 110 75 37Kentucky (2) (2) (2) (2)

Louisiana 18 51 31 20Maine 0 0 0 0Maryland 2 180 400 200 200Massachusetts 100 180 79 110Michigan 360 790 400 390Minnestoa 0 0 0 0Missouri 110 280 140 150Montana 1 7 3 4Nevada 11 29 19 10New Jersey 82 120 40 75New Mexico 0 0 0 0New York (2) (2) (2) (2)
North Carolina 120 380 180 200North Dakota 1 1 1 1Oklahoma 19 39 23 16Oregon 0 0 0 0Pennsylvania 640 1, 500 750 790Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 

920
3 3'30100

1, 300 
10

2,000
0

South Carolina 23 77 32 45
South Dakota 0 0 0 0
Tennessee 130 380 200 190
Utah 0 0 0 0
Vermont 1 1 1 0
Virginia 270 580 240 340
West Virginia 43 94 45 49
Wyoming 36 100 57 46

1 Excludes Cook County.
2 Data not reported.
3 Excludes Baltimore City.

[From Education Daily, May 18, 1971]

PRESCHOOL Focus SHIFTS TO MOTHERS

Preschool researchers everywhere seem to be reaching substantially the same
conclusion: a good mother beats any early intervention program yet devised.
With reports of promising parent-centered projects piling up in Washington,

it's no wonder that long-range planning for early childhood education is begin-
ning to shift its focus. You'll find mom becoming the prime target of new educa-
tional efforts, but the children are expected to be the chief beneficiaries. As re-
searcher Susan Gray once put it, "if you get one young mother, you get every
child she has."
Dr. Gray, director of the Demonstration and Research Center on Early Chad-

hood Education (DARCEE) at Peabody College, was one of the early pioneers in
programs training disadvantaged mothers to stimulate learning in their own
children. Some of the DARCEE-trained mothers have gone on to teach other
disadvantaged mothers the same techniques. The economics of such programs,
which have produced significant cognitive gains for the children at a fraction
of the cost of traditional nursery school, are undeniably appealing.
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Boosters of the parent-centered approach include Dr. Earl S. Schaefer, whose
Infant Education Project in Washington, D.C., a few years ago used college
student tutors to raise the IQ of young Negro boys. Today Schaefer, who heads
the Early Child Care Research section at the National Institute for Mental
Health, believes that project was too "child-centered" and sees work with parents
as the brightest hope for reaching disadvantaged preschoolers.
Dr. Glen Nimnteht, who developed the Far West Lab's Toy Library, also lists

parents as his target audience. Under his program, mothers meet once a week for
ten weeks to learn principles of child development and to learn ways to use the
educational toys which they take home for their youngsters.
Ira Gordon, another pioneer whose parent education approach at the Uni-

versity of Florida has been adopted as a program model for Head Start and
Follow Through, sums it up this way: "The heart of the matter seems to be that
what the child may become is strongly influenced by the way he is brought up
from the moment of birth. Not only his personality but also his level of compe-
tence will be influenced."
Writing in a new booklet "On Early Learning: The Modifiability of Human

Potential," (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, NEA,
1201 ,Sixteenth St. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. Price: $2.00), Dr. Gordon points
out that today's parent education programs are fairly sophisticated, involving
more than teaching mothers to provide simple skill training for their children.
"They provide for language development mostly through what I term a lan-

guage envelope; that is, they try to surround the child with models of adults who
speak with him. This gives him the opportunity to develop the rules, regulations,
and relationships among words. In this way he takes on the language of his cul-
ture so that he can function effectively in the larger society . . ."
Dr. Gordon sees adolescence as the prime time for reaching prospective parents

with information about how to help young children learn. "Working with infants
and young children, seeing them respond, feeling their affection, Can 'turn on' a
teen-ager in far better ways than taking the drug route," Dr. Gordon suggests.
We already have a basic set of materials drawn from R&D projects which can be
used to teach teen-agers how to care for young children and stimulate learning,
he points out.
Parent education's most influential booster Is OCD Director Edward Zigler,

whose enthusiasm for the idea had led to negotiation with the Education Devel-
opment Center in Newton, Mass., for development of a curriculum for young
parents and prospective parents. The contract is now in the 'final stages of nego-
tiation, according to an OOD spokesman.
While militant feminists picketed the White House on Mother's Day in behalf

of universal day care, educators seem more than ever convinced of the awesome
power behind the hand that stays home to rock the cradle.
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK

250 HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION
=CIO CHURCH STREET

NEW YORK. N. Y. 10013

TELEPHONE xxxxonsp, 553-5581

June 11, 1971

Senator Walter F. Mondale, Chairman
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Senator Mondale:

JULE M. SUGARMAN

ADM I N ISTRATOR

As promised when I testified on S.1512, I have prepared a detailed
series of recommendations on the bill and wish to offer them for your con-
sideration prior to mark-up.

As you know, I am personally enthusiastic about introduction of the
bill and can gladly support it. There are some points, however, which I
feel must be corrected before enactment.

Let me begin by summarizing the major reservations I expressed in
my testimony:

1. Role of the States: S.1512 essentially opts for a direct Federal-
local relationship except in those cases where no public or private
non-profit agency has applied as a prime sponsor.

This is a sound principle when applied to large local jurisdictions,
but I would suggest a minimum population requirement of 100,000 for
a prime sponsor. This (1) assures a large enough population to
permit a variety of programs contemplated by the Act; (2) insures
there will not be unreasonable overhead costs related to the prime
sponsor; and (3) facilitates Federal administration.

For smaller communities, the states should be encouraged to act as
prime sponsors. If a state is unwilling to meet the requirements of
the bill, it may be possible to develop private non-profit prime
sponsors serving all or parts of a state. Where that is not possible,
the Secretary could use his direct grant authority to assist organiza-
tions in smaller communities.
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2. Level of Financing: In all candor, I believe it unwise to set
forth such unrealizable authorization levels, because I cannot
foresee any possibility (a) that programs could be developed at
such a rate or (b) that the national budget can allow that level
of expenditure for child development by 1975. Previous experience
with the Congress simply does not indicate that it is willing to
appropriate for such programs the large sumo at which they are
usually authorized. Instead, I believe the level of authoriza-
tion should be "for such amounts as may be necessary".

3. Role of Local Policy Councils: The creation of Local Policy
Councils, particularly in larger jurisdictions, is very necessary.
However, I find the legislation unclear as to whether a Child De-
velopment Council may act only on the affirmative recommendation
of the Local Policy Council or simply after considering the latter's
recommendation. Sometimes it is necessary and proper for a citywide
body to take action which has not been recommended by a local group,
particularly where there are strong ethnic conflicts and where it is
necessary to terminate programs. I would, therefore, suggest language
to make it clear that the Local Policy Councils do not have absolute
authority to bar action.

4. Allocation of Funds: The allocation formula does not take into
account wide differences in the costs of conducting programs in
various parts of the country. Unfortunately, the government does
not have this data on a community-by-community basis, but such
differences are most directly, though not exclusively, related to
variations in salary levels. Therefore, I would recommend that the
allocation formula be adjusted to reflect differences in the average
salary paid to public elementary school teachers in a community.

In addition, I doubt that all presently existing programs could be
financed under the formula. Some states and communities, notably Mississippi
and larger cities, probably have far more funds than this allocation would pro-
vide. While the formula might present no problem if appropriations were actually
at the $2.7 billion level, there could be serious difficulty at lower levels of
appropriation. The language in Sec. 513(a), (c), and (515)(a), (b), (c) is not
adequate to cope with this problem. It could be corrected either by giving the
Secretary greater than 57, in discretionary funds which do not have to meet the
test of a "model" or by requiring that funds must first be reserved to cover
the existing level of programs.

tions:
In addition to my testimony, I want to offer the following recommenda-

A. Sec. 515 - Requires submission of an application to be a prime
sponsor. I can find no specific authority for the Secretary to approve
an application. Sec. 515 authorizes approvals in situations where there
are conflicting applications, but not in situations where there is no
conflict.
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B. Sec. 516(a) (2) - The requirement of one third economically disad-
vantaged parents seems to me to overlap the "one half" local policy
council representatives and does not insure that disadvantaged parents
will, in fact, be elected. I do not see how it could be enforced un-
less a Governor or Mayor were to designate which local policy councils
were expected to select economically disadvantaged parents and which
were free to select whom they pleased. That, of course, does not
make sense. I would suggest instead that in Sec. 516(a) (2) you
insert before the last sentence the following language:

"To the extent that
by the Local Policy
a sufficient number
representation".

C. Sec. 516(b) (1)
council before the
understanding that

this requirement has not peen met through elections
Councils, the appointing authority shall designate
of additional representatives to insure one-third

- Appears to require approval by the local policy
prime sponsor can fund a project. It had been my
the Local Policy Council's views were advisory only.

D. Sec. 513(b) (3) - I do not believe that figures actually exist on a
geographic basis to show the number of children of working mothers and
single parent families. The Departments of Labor and Commerce should
be consulted as to whether they exist as both state and local levels.

E. - Since my testimony, the House Ways and Means Committee has re-
ported out H.R. 1. This bill authorizes both the Secretary of Labor
and the Secretary of HEW to provide child care by grant or contract.
There is an indication that contracts should be made with that agency
designated by the appropriate elected official, which I presume would
include mayors and elected county officials. These provisions, if in-
cluded in the final bill, will probably mean that the bulk of day care
funding under the Social Security Act will be through the new title XXI.
Title TV, Day Care, remains in the legislation and may be a significant
additional source of funding. I therefore again urge you to include
language which provides for coordination of Title Iv funds. I would
suggest substituting for Section 568 the following language:

"The Secretary may, after consultation with a State, provide funds
available for day care or preschool programs unter Title IV of the
Social Security Act, either directly to a prime sponsor or through
the State agency administering Title IV, providing that such funds
shall be used exclusively to serve children eligible for service
under Title IV."

This is an extraordinarily important Section and I hope that there
will be discussion of it with the Senate Finance Committee.
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H. Sec. 531 - I consider this section wholly unsatisfactory.
It appears to require financing inservice training outside the
basic project grant in contrast to the present policy of in-
cluding inservice training costs in the project grant. It
fails to provide for grants to organizations as well as to
individuals. Finally, the amounts available are totally
inadequate. I would like to see a return to language simi-
lar to that in the Head Start program.

"The Secretary is authorized to provide directly, by contract,

or through other means, for the training of personnel. Such

amounts as are necessary are authorized to be appropriated for

this purpose."

Please let me know if I can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

.,474.1*,
/Jule M. Sugarman
Administrator
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN OPTOMETRIC ASSOCIATION ON S. 1512

The American Optometric Association appreciates this oppor-

tunity to submit its comments on S. 1512, a bill to provide a

Comprehensive Child Development Program in the Department of Health,

Education and Welfare.

Because optometry recognizes the critical need for adequate

child development services and particularly vision care needs during

the crucial years of early childhood, we applaud and approve the

proposed bill's broad and balanced approach to the child development

problem. We agree with the proposal's emphasis on providing a full

range of health, educational and social services and with the need

to proceed wisely and prudently in the initial implementation of

the proposal by focusing on pre-school children who suffer from the

circumstances of economic and social deprivation. Finally, we agree

that the implementation of the program should involve the government,

the community and individual parents.

Specifically, we wish to address this statement to the importance

of vision care in the education and development of children and to

the specific qualifications of an optometrist in meeting these visual

needs. We will conclude with certain recommendations relating to

child vision care provisions in S. 1512.

Good vision is critical to the intellectual and social develop-

ment of American children and should be given a high priority in any

Child Development Program. For vision is at the heart of the learning

process and any impairment of this precious resource can seriously
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impede a child's learning and maturation process.

Because reading is the primary educational skill, it is

estimated that over 80% of all learning takes place through the visual

process, resulting in a direct relationship between reading skills

and adequate vision. Yet, millions of children suffer from child

related visual defects such as binocular visual impairment, amblyopia

or lazy eye blindness, strabismus or cross vision, and unsatisfactory

muscle coordination all of which, if undetected and untreated, have

an adverse effect upon his reading skills and, consequently, his

educational development.

Proper binocular or two-eyed vision is especially critical for

the achievement of a child's maximum reading potential. Binocular

vision allows the child to see with both eyes at the same time and to

fuse the two pictures in the brain so that a simple visual impression

results. Yet, millions of children, even those with so called "perfect

vision" of 20/20 visual acuity, have not learned to maintain binocular

visual performance so as to make effective use of the impulse signaled

by the eyes to the brain. This impairment, according to a study by

the U. S. Public Health Service in 1965, affects 7.4% of the American

children at age 6 and grows to 17.2% at age 11.

Another child related visual defect is amblyopia or what is

commonly known as "lazy eye blindness." This visual defect which is

a result many times of nutritional deficiencies and is therefore

prevalent in economically and socially deprived areas, leads to a

general dimming of vision in the child. Unfortunately, it occurs
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without any external manifestation so, unless a child's behavior is

radically affected, it usually is undetected until it reaches an

advanced stage. An article in the American Journal of Public Health

in 1965 estimated that amblyopia may affect 6% of the American

children, with the majority affected being of a pre-school age.

Yet, these particular disorders, along with strabismus or

double vision, and unsatisfactory muscle coordination do not

necessarily have to result in the tragedy of impeding a child's

educational and social development. All of these visual disorders,

if detected early, can be permanently corrected or at least amel-

iorated by the techniques and devices of modern visual science.

The profession of optometry has long pioneered in the area of

learning theory as it relates to visual disorders and from this long

involvement has developed techniques and instruments to correct

these damaging defects. In the field of orthoptics, optometrists

have been able to secure normal binocular vision through the utiliza-

tion of orthoptic exercises in which ocular muscles are exercised

by means of prisims to correct visual deviations. Through the use

of visual training techniques developed by optometry, individual

optometrists have been able to permanently rectify unsatisfactory

muscle coordination in child vision. In detecting amblyopia or lazy

eye blindness, optometrists have been able to correct by the applica-

tion of visual training techniques and, in those advanced cases, to

at least ameliorate the disorder by the prescription of proper lenses.
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It is well known in cases of childhood strabismus or cross vision

that, where such disorders go undetected, surgery is usually required,

but where there is early detection, the application of visual training

techniques by an optometrist can permanently correct such disorders

without the costly and dangerous necessity of surgery.

The tragedy, then, of child visual disorders and their con-

sequent effect upon learning and development, lies not in the fact

that they can be detected and corrected, but in the fact that, for

millions of American children such disorders go undetected, particularly

in children of pre-school and early school ages and especially in

children from economically and socially deprived circumstances.

And, although the tragedy is an individual one for the particular

child suffering from a visual disorder and stunted development, it

is easily translated in a larger social tragedy when millions of

children experience the frustrations of impeded intellectual and

emotional development. For the child or youth hampered with a

vision problem which adversely affects his ability to read or learn

becomes, quite naturally, frustrated, and more often than not, he

vents this frustration on his teachers, school, parents, community

and general society. It is not coincidental that up to 80% of

deliquents and semi-deliquents studied by the White House Conference

on Juvenile Deliquency had learning difficulties, especially in

reading, and poor vision are found to be a contributing factor in

50% of these cases. Nor is it coincidental that the same White House

Conference found that inner-city ghetto children appear to have a



928

,5,

much higher -- in some studies almost twice as high -- incidence

of learning disabilities, perceptual difficulties and developmental

visual problems than do the more advantaged children in other parts

of the city.

Clearly, the dimensions of childhood visual disorders should

represent a challenge to all Americans. If it is so acceptable to

state that every American has a right to adequate health care, then

it should be acceptable to state that every American child has a

right to the unimpeded attainment of his educational potential and,

where anything interferes with this attainment, a child should have

a right to services which can correct such interferences. The

American Optometric Association feels that the correction of visual

disorders and general vision care services should be given a prominent

position in any specific Child Development Program, and since the

profession of optometry is the primary provider of vision care for

the American people, we stand ready to assist in this regard, and

recommend the following amendments to the Act:

RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) That the term "comprehensive health" under project applica-

tions be expanded and amended to include: childhood visual

barriers, including preventive vision care and treatment

for severe handicaps related to the visual process and

that such services may be provided by either an opto-

metrist or a physician skilled in the diseases of the eye.
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(2) That the Comprehensive Child Development Council of

each Prime Sponsor include at least one optometric

vision specialist.

i

(3) That the National Center for Child Development and

Education give specific priority to research grants

relating to optometric visual disorders and subsequent

learning problems.

(4) That under the definition of a "Child Development

Program," the word "medical" be deleted and the word

"health" be substituted.

I
i
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American Ethical Union
1971 - 63rd Annual Assembly

APPROVED RESOLUTION ON: CHILD DEVELOPMENT No. 15

WHEREAS, the health and stability of any human society is dependent upon the
quality of its families, children and youth; and the neglect of families,
children and youth leads to the deterioration of the individual and human
society; and

WHEREAS, the American Ethical Union holds the *issues of youth and child neglect
of the highest national priority, and considers the continued neglect of our
infants, children and youth as a violation of the most fundamental principles
of ethical, humanistic behavior; and

WHEREAS, the Nixon Administration has reversed its "national commitment to provid-
ing all American children an opportunity for healthful and stimulating develop-
ment during the first five years of life," as stated by the President in his
establishment of the Office of Child Development in April 1969, by significantly
reducing the stature and authority of the Office of Child Development under the
proposed Cabinet reorganization for the Department of Human Resources;

BE IT RESOLVED, that the American Ethical Union calls upon the President and the
Congress to reinstitute the Office of Child Development as the highest federal
office and principal agency to coordinate, direct and implement those programs
necessary to provide every child with a fair and full opportunity to roach his
full potential;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the American Ethical Union supports passage of
appropriate legislation to further the objectives of this Resolution.

Senator AloxDALE. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
'(Whereupon at 11 :15 p.m., the subcommittee hearing was closed).
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