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CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES, ACT, 1975

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 12, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH AND THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, POVERTY,
AND MIGRATORY LABOR OF THE

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE;
AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,

OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
T a8h,ing ton, D .0 .

The subcommittees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room
4232, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. Mondale
(subcommittee chairman), presiding.

Present: Senator Mondale, Representatives Bell, Jeffords, and
Pressler.

Senator MONDALE. The committee will come to order.
This morning we continue our hearings on the proposed legislation

on child and family services.
Our first panel will be from the State of Minnesota, Ms. Edwina

Hertzberg, Ms. Ann Ellwood, and Ms. Tutti Sherlock.
If you will please come to the witness table.
We are delighted to have you with us this morning.

STATEMENT OF EDWINA L. HERTZBERG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
GREATER MINNEAPOLIS DAY CARE ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPA-
NIED BY ANN ELLWOOD, PROJECT DIRECTOR, MINNESOTA EARLY
LEARNING DESIGN, AND TUTTI SHERLOCK, EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR, OLMSTEAD COUNTY COUNCIL FOR COORDINATED CHILD
CARE, ROCHESTER, MINN., A PANEL

MS. HERTZBERG. Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to present testi-
mony on the Child and Family Services Act.
My name is Edwina L. Hertzberg. I am executive director of Greater

Minneapolis Day Care Association, a private nonprofit coordinating
agency for day care services in Hennepin County, Minn.
The coordinated approach to services:
For more than 4 years, Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association

has worked with parents and others in Hennepin County to plan, de-
velop, and coordinate comprehensive day care services in our com-
munity. Agencies and institutions have been encouraged to share
resources—health, nutrition, training—to provide quality, compre-
hensive programs for children. Volunteer hours have been countless.

( 445 )
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We are fortunate to live in a community of enlightened organiza-
tions willing to extend their resources to the maximum in the interests
of children and families.
The experiences of the Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association

and other similar coordinating groups have demonstrated the effective-
ness of the coordinated approach.
Further, Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association, with the sup-

port of other organizations dedicated to children, has successfully
encouraged local governmental bodies to increase their financial com-
mitment to children's service. Through the Minnesota Children's
Lobby, we have encouraged our State legislature to increase its share
for children.
But this cooperation, these efforts, have barely scratched needs of

primarily the most economically deprived families in our community.
There simply are not enough resources available on the local level to
provide the services needed by the families and children of our
community.
Further, at the present time, every agency and institution with whom

we work to provide comprehensive services is under tremendous eco-
nomic pressure and, at a time when pressures on families are increasing,
the same pressures of inflation and recession may force service
cutbacks.

Federal leadership and commitment, in partnership with the local
level, is essential if the needs of children and families in Hennepin
are to be met.
Hennepin County has a population of approximately 1 million

people, about one-quarter of Minnesota's population, half of which is
within the city limits of Minneapolis.
The twin cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul form the largest base in

the State. And although Hennepin County contains some rural areas,
its concerns are those of any urban complex. Two-thirds of Minne-
sota's children living below the poverty line are in the Twin City area,
More than 60 percent of these families are headed by women.

Minnesota's statistics reflect the national. One out of three mothers
with children under 6 works outside the home. Their 130,907 children
are served by 19,056 licensed slots of full day care-14.5 percent of
the need.
The scene is repeated is Hennepin County-32,143 children under

6 whose mothers or single male heads of household works, 6,000 slots
of licensed care available in day care centers and family day care
homes. The remaining children are somewhere, in unlicensed care.
We estimate that 7 percent of our children care for themselves.

Another 6,351 children are in a half-day nursery school programs,
including 225 enrolled in Head Start programs in Hennepin County.
Department of Labor statistics indicate that as the birth rate drops,

the demand for child care is increasing. The growing divorce rate also
contributes to the rising demand for service.
Comprehensive health, dental, nutrition services are available only

to the approximately 1,400 children served in programs funded
through title TV—A in Hennepin County.
This really is barely scratching the surface. And because Minne-

sota has reached its ceiling in social service funds, despite lengthen-
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ing waiting lists, there are no additional funds to expand these

services. Title XX's reasonable eligibility levels will have no effect

without additional funding.

NEEDS OF THE NEAR POOR

For families just above the poverty line, the near poor, services

are simply not available. Too "rich" to receive free services, too poor

to afford quality services, they really are trapped for they have no

choices—too poor to stay home, too poor to afford child care.
Consider the effect of this trap on their children. Let me share

with you a discussion I had with an irate, incredulous parent last

week.
She had received a needed salary increase and had elevated her-

self out of her child's day care program. She was no longer eligible for

free care, there was no sliding fee scale, and she could not afford the

$25 per week fee. She was frustrated, angry, in tears. Reward had

become punishment. Consider the effect on her child. This is re-

peated daily.
NEEDS CUT ACROSS SOCIOECONOMIC LINES

But the developmental needs of children and families are diverse,

crossing socioeconomic lines. We all recognize the importance of the

early years. They are equally important for all children. We recog-
nize that the family is the primary nurturing factor in the develop-
ment of a child—again for all children.
What we do in concert with families to support and encourage the

strength of the family system will, I believe, make a difference in
how our children develop in the future.
And what are we doing? Aside from medicaid and private physi-

cian care, there is no system of regular health checkups and screening.

There is no estimate of the number of children who enter school with

undetected, untreated disabilities, handicapping learning. How much

better it would be to detect early; better still, to prevent.
Sixteen percent of Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association's

calls per week from parents seeking care are for infant care. There
are 140 slots of infant toddler center care in Hennepin County, 4
percent of existing services.
We know that 53 percent of the mothers of school-aged children

work. In Hennepin County, that is 54,560 women. There are 200 slots
of after school care.
Twenty-four-hour care is virtually nonexistent in our community.

We surmise that the children of single parents working a swing
shift are home alone. Intact families often work split shifts to
accommodate child care needs—effective in the short run but not
conducive to strengthening parental relationships.
"Drop in" care is available on a limited basis some family day care

homes and centers. It should be well recognized for its important use
and potential—that of providing a change in environment for parent
and child which refreshes and renews. This, as well as other models,
should rightfully be considered as important ingredients in child-
abuse prevention. At the present time, drop in care is available on a
CPe basis only.
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Sick care, successfully demonstrated, and much in demand, is pres-ently nonexistent. It has fallen victim to lack of funds. And so em-ployed parents often have no alternative but to lose a day's pay orsend the child off to center or a family day care mother, sick.
In federally funded programs, 11 percent are classified as "specialneeds" children, referred for social, psychological or medical reasons.Again, scratching the surface.
What happens to other children with similar needs? What long-lasting effect will nontreatment have? Often, after a few weeks in agood child development program, a positive effect on the child isobvious.
The Minneapolis Public Health Department estimates that themothers of 7 percent of children born each year in Hennepin Countyhave received care, if any, only in the last trimester of pregnancy.Prenatal training exists in our community, but it is limited. Societyseems to continue believing that biological birth a parent makes. Isuspect those of us who are parents really do know better.
The need for public education on the developmental needs of chil-dren cannot be overemphasized. It is a need felt by organizationsacross the board in Minnesota. The very fact that here, in 1975, in therichest country in the world, we are discussing these unmet birth,nutrition, and developmental needs of children bears witness to theneed for raising public awareness.
The authors of the proposed legislation are to be congratulated ontheir tenacity and determination to find ways to meet the needs of chil-dren and families in our country, and in concert with the family.It seems to me that any approach other than in the context of thefamily system would be unrealistic and fragmented.
We believe parent participation essential to the relevance of pro-grams addressing children. Parent participation takes many formsand requires continual encouragement and support, but the results for

children and families is well worth the effort.
Need for quality, developmental efforts: Programs for young chil-dren can and should take as many forms as there are programs, allwithin the context of focus on the developmental needs of children.
Custodial care—mind-numbing mediocrity—must not be acceptedif we are really concerned for children. Again, national leadership is

essential. Federal standards which address the developmental needs of
children must be maintained and assured implementation.
And what about training? Personnel should be considered trainedalong standards of good child development and within the contert, of

the philosophy of particular programs.
In summary, the needs for supportive services to children and

families is great. It cuts across age groups and socioeconomic lines.
Existing social service dollars have barely scratched the surface.
The needs of our children and families must be addressed compre-

hensively, prenatally through childhood, unless we are willing to
settle for fragmentated services, at best, shadows of how it ought to
be, reaction, not action, continued unmet needs.
How we, as a country, how we, as parents and de,cisionmakers, act

to meet these needs in concert with other parents will determine to a
great extent the future of our country.
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Thank you, gentlemen. It is a privilege to participate in your

hearings.
Have you any questions?
Senator MONDALE. Thank you for an excellent statement.
How many full-time day care slots are there in Hennepin County

now?
MS. HERTZBERG. Six thousand, including family day care homes.
Senator MONDALE. How many of those are affiliated with your orga-

nization?
Ms. HERTZBERG. I would say approximately 1,500 directly. All are

affiliated insofar as information and referral.
Senator MONDALE. Of the 6,000, how many are home care?
MS. HERTZBERG. Twenty-seven hundred.
Senator MONDALE. And the others are 
MS. HERTZBERG. In center care.
Senator MONDALE. How many of the center care slots, in your

opinion, meet the minimum day care standards of the legislation?

MS. HERTZBERG. Of your legislation?
Senator MONDALE. Of the interagency day care standards-

Ms. HERTZBERG. I would say approximately 1,100 as an estimate.

Senator MONDALE. Does that include developmental health?

MS. HERTZBERG. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. What do you estimate the annual cost of day

care per child full-time with decent developmental care-
Ms. HERTZBERG. Meeting Federal interagency standards, approxi-

mately $2,336 per year, approximately, as of last year. Maybe a little

higher this year.
Senator MONDALE. How many full-time day care slots are needed in

Hennepin County?
MS. HERTZBERG. Thirty-two thousand.
If we are to meet the needs, the existing needs, that is people pres-

ently employed, not in work or training, that is children under 6 whose
parents work at the present time.
Senator MONDALE. Thirty-two thousand now?
MS. HERTZBERG. Yes, now.
Senator MONDALE. Some of that would be home care and center care

once 'again?
MS. HERTZBERG. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. What is your annual budget approximately?
Ms. HERTZBERG. In Hennepin County?
Senator MONDALE. Yes.
Ms. HERTZBERG. We have approximately $2.6 million in federally

supported child care.
Senator MONDALE. Is that mostly title IV money, social services?
MS. HERTZBERG. Yes, it is 1.8 in title IV moneys.
Senator MONDALE. What other money do you get?
Ms. HERTZBERG. We get State money. Parents fees make up the bull:

of child care.
Senator MONDALE. How much State care do you get?
MS. HERTZBERG. $106,000 per year.
Senator MONDALE. And the rest yon pick un by fees?
Ms. HERTZBERG. The rest by fees. We have $300,000 from Hennepin

County, S364.000 in model cities funds, and expect to double that with
community development.
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Senator MONDALE. Do you expect to get more model cities money?
MS. HERTZBERG. With conununity development we expect $100,000.
Senator MONDALE. Now, are any of these day care center facilities in

schools ?
MS. HERTZBERG. Some are in school space, yes. Approximately six

utilize space and/or services from the school. By that, I mean social
services, equipment, et cetera.

Senator MONDALE. Some argue that this program ought to go en-
tirely through the schools. Some argue that none of it should go
through the schools.
What do you think
Ms. HERTZBERG. It seems to me that, first, there must be alternative

choices for parents. I think that has to be the most important consid-
eration, what parents want.
Second, it seems to me most important that parents control the pro-

grams. It does not seem important to me where the program is housed
as long as parents have the decisionmaking power within the program
itself.
We have had good relationships and good experiences with schools

in Minneapolis and in the suburban areas, but it has been a parent-
controlled program.
Senator MONDALE. How do the parents assert their control under

your program?
Do they have a board?
MS. HERTZBERG. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. An overall board, and a board at each center; is

that it; or what?
MS. HERTZBERG. Yes.
The boards are at each center. We have a parent dominated board,

Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association, but each of the programs
is autonomous.
Two programs are being run by the school. Those do not have as

much parent involvement as the others.
Senator MONDALE. How big a backlog do you have of applicants

for full-time day care?
Ms. HERTZBERG. Model cities program alone, which serves 365 chil-

dren, has a waiting list of 400.
Senator MONDALE. 400?
MS. HERTZBERG. 400.
The Model Cities program alone: Each other center keeps its own

waiting list. Our calls number approximately 60 a week, and they have
increased. There have been no decrease in this economic situation,
rather an increase.

Senator MONDALE. You testified about parents reaching a certain in-
come limit and finding themselves over the ceiling of eligibility for
day care.
Now, how did that come about?
In the new social services program, we have this sliding scale so

we try to avoid that.
Will that make a difference?
MS. HERTZBERG. It would make a difference in Minnesota if we had

more social service funds, because we have reached our ceiling in
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Minnesota and we have reached our ceiling in Hennepin County.
There will be no additional funds through title TV—A or title XX,
as it is to be.
Senator MONDALE. Even as amended?
MS. HERTZBERG. NO.
Senator MONDALE. So you will still have to keep this arbitrary cut-

off?
Ms. HERTZBERG. Yes; that is my understanding.
Senator MONDALE. In other words, you are in a position where it

would be nice to do it, but in order to have the sliding scale, you
would have to kick some people out of the program?
MS. HERTZBERG. Absolutely.
Senator MONDALE. It seems to me to be very destructive of our sys-

tem of incentives in this country to say that you made somewhat a
success out of yourself and the reward is that your kids are now out of
day care.
MS. HERTZBERG. Very much a disincentive to work. It is very de-

pressing to families.
In reality, with families at the present time, a family of four, say

they are making $6,000 a year, obviously they cannot survive. They
have to have more income.
If the mother seeks a job, she has no free child care because she

would be making over the income eligibility.
There is no service available to them because they cannot afford

the cost of child care no matter how minimal.
Senator MONDALE. Now, we probably will amend the tax laws

shortly to increase the minimum exemption by maybe $800 or $900 a
person and increase the standard deduction, adding maybe $300 or $400
to the money that they can keep. We are talking about spending to
families which work and which earn something, say $5,000 or less, a
check constituting 10 percent of their income, on the theory that the
payroll tax takes up that much.
But since they are working, and if they have got a sharp pencil,

it will be just as smart to stop working and go on welfare. If nothing
else to show our appreciation and create incentive to work, we will,
in effect—I guess we call it low-income workers tax bonus, or some-
thing like that.

Will that tax relief help them to better pay for some of these fees?
Ms. HERTZBERG. I am certain it would. Anything is going to help.
The tax relief, insofar as tax deduction for child care, really does

not help low-income families very much, but I think cash in hand
would certainly help.
Senator MONDALE. There is an $18,000 ceiling for people you are serv-

ing by and large, and their income taxes are not high enough so that
gives them much relief.
MS. HERTZBERG. No.
The reality is you have to have cash in hand to pay for services,

first of all. You just do not have that much cash in hand to do it.
Senator MONDALE. OK. Thank you.
Ms. Ellwood.
Ms. ELWOOD. My name is Ann Ellwood. I am executiL ve director

of the Minnesota Early Learning Design in Minneapolis.
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I would like to summarize my prepared statement.
As Director of Minnesota Early Learning Design, my perspectiveon the Child and Family Services Act is somewhat different fromthose who are concerned with services to children.
My interest is in how this bill can provide services to parents thatwill result in better conditions for children.
I have studied this legislation from this perspective and I am con-vinced that it has the necessary flexibility to support innovative pro-grams of the type I am about to describe.
For the past one and a half years, I have been involved in identifyingand evaluating various ways to provide support services to families.In the course of this investigation I have visited programs for par-ents and children across the country. I have talked to leaders in themany disciplines that are concerned about families and children. AndI am grateful to you and the staff for cooperation and introductionson my behalf.
Equally important, I have talked with parents about their needs andconcerns.
As I have talked to people, read literature and visited programs, Ihave been struck by two concerns.
First, there really is, across this country, a renewed and growingconsciousness of the profound effect that parents have on the livesof their children. The role of the family and its long-term impact onthe child is receiving greater public attention.
I am convinced that you, Senator, have played a vital role in thisawareness.
I find concern is reflected in all quarters, from the ghetto to the ivorytower. And yet most people agree that parents do a remarkable job inthe face of the disruptions caused by changing patterns of living,mobility, economic problems, isolation, and lack of training for thetask.
But, coupled with the renewed recognition that families are vitalto the society, is the acknowledgement that we need to offer services toassist parents in their child-rearing responsibilities.
But people are groping. People are searching for ways to supportfamilies and to answer questions like, "What makes a happy child?"What is a "good parent"?
After a year of intensive information collection, Minnesota EarlyLearning Design feels that the vast majority of parent education pro-

grams are too short, too expensive, and too late.
So we have developed one approach to the problem.
MELD intends to use experienced parents to teach and support new

parents, beginning before the birth of the first child, and continuingto about the age of 2.
Our idea builds on a wave of self-help programs operating acrossthe country which have been highly successful in dealing with difficult

human problems that have often defied traditional professional
therapy.
Programs such as Alcoholics Anonymous and Synanon, have op-

erated effectively for decades. Parents Anonymous, as you know, is a
newer program established to combat child abuse.



453

More recently, this peer self-help approach has been used to address
human problems that society does not define so harshly.
Weight Watchers, Parents Without Partners, groups for very short

people, groups for very tall people, and groups for people who have
common physical problems, represent a few of the array of support
groups that are very useful to people in providing needed information
and psychological support.
We feel that the basic idea—whereby someone who has been through

a troubling experience can help others who are going through it—
builds on a natural, appealing, and inexpensive concept of parents help-
ing parents. Moreover, the peer approach seems to be a good way to
develop the self-esteem and self-confidence that are absolutely critical
to the task of parenting.
My prepared remarks describe in much greater detail the peer

self approach and our proposed methodology.
I endorse these bills because the Child and Family Services Act,

addresses the problem of support to families in their child rearing.
It offers flexibility to accommodate innovations, new program ideas
such as ours.
Equally significant is the freedom the bill provides to parents to

choose from available program options, protecting their authority
over the care of their children, and helping them to shoulder their
responsibilities while maintaining control over their children's pre-
school years.

Senator MONDALE. How did you arrive at this, what I gather to be,
somewhat different conclusion than you started out with?
I understand you have been working on a foundation grant for over

a year, studying what children need in this community, and you may
have Aarted out somewhat with an institutional strategy in mind,
but you have ended up with a recommendation that we draw on the
experience of parents, helping parents, in effect, meeting parents, rein-
forcing each other, meeting periodically to just talk about problems
and helping each other in that vein.
How did you come to that conclusion?
Is it because of what parents said they wanted?
Ms. ELLWOOD. Yes, parents as well as researchers and service pro-

fessionals. As you know, much of the early childhood research is
stressing that the most critical years are from birth—or before—to the
age of 2 or 3. Many feel that developmental delays that are not met
by the age of 3 are far more difficult to turn around. Child care and
youth workers are saying, "We see these kids too late. We must pre-
vent these problems from ever occurring." And yet, services for chil-
dren are rare before the age of 21/2. This time is the time that most
parents are coping alone and too often, in isolation.
Senator MONDALE. Suppose someone said the way to do this is to

have centers where you take the children as infants and provide insti-
tutional care for them outside the home? That is not what you are
saying. You say—you may not be rejecting that—but you are saying
an alternative should be to work with the parents by getting them to-
gether in groups, talking about problems of parenthood and so on.
How did you arrive at that?
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MS. ELLWOOD. As awareness grows about the impact that parents
have on the lives of their children during the earliest years of life, there
ought to be a period of examination of different models. MELD is one
model. We sought to expand the natural helping relationships that
occur naturally between experienced parents and novices in the best of
conditions. We looked for a less expensive model too, and this required
a. deprofessionalized program—that is, professionals serve in super-
visory and backup capacities. The peer volunteer parents provide the
service.

Senator MONDALE. Did the parents indicate some desire for this kind
of thing?
Ms. ELLWOOD. Yes indeed. Our Parent Advisory Committee labored

long and diligently and were a significant resource to us throughout
our research and development period.
Senator MONDALE. Did they indicate that they feel inadequate, that

they think they need help, they would like to check ideas out with
other parents?
MS. ELLWOOD. Exactly.
The cab driver, yesterday, talked about a support group. He is

recently divorced. He said, "Two months ago I would never be able
to say to myself, 'Jim Smith, you are OK.' Now, I can say that. The
pain is going away, and I think Parents Without Partners has made
the difference."
New parents are often afraid and anxious. Many are isolated from

the support of the extended family.
But I do not want to leave the impression that all we are doing is

sharing problems. We are also giving new parents specific information,
and skills.

Senator MONDALE. What sort of things would you discuss at these
meetings?
Ms. ELLWOOD. Our curriculum is divided into four parts, based on

the age of the child. During phase 1 when the woman is pregnant, dis-
cussions will include fetal growth and development, physical and
emotional health care for the mother, labor and delivery, planning for
the changes that will soon occur; and in addition, there would be
discussions of fears, concerns, values, and feelings about parenthood.
What are the needs of the poor at this time?
What are the health care needs that are specific at this point in time?
Senator MONDALE. Suppose a family came and said, "We need food

stamps. We do not know how to get them."
Would you try to provide suggestions and advice as to whether they

need housing, food stamps, and so on?
MS. ELLWOOD. In addition to parent group leaders, we are going

to have another kind of volunteer called the community resource as-
sistant. That person's responsibility will be to serve as a resource for
the parent groups, whether it be helping them form babysitting 
ops ; getting through the welfare maze and be an advocate; or helping
parents tap community resources they need.
Senator MONDALE. I sat in on a Parents Anonymous meeting in

Denver one day, and one of the things they do at each meeting is they
ask for something. They would say we would like to have some help
on credit problems. At the next meeting, they would bring somebody
in who can help them figure out what to do with all these creditors
that were calling all the time, like pulling the phone out.
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MS. ELLWOOD. I think people help one another in problem solving.

Senator MONDALE. Those families often, just like Alcoholics Anon-

ymous
' 
would call each other, or they would babysit—

Ms. ELLWOOD. We hope to have a basic curriculum, core and then a

lot of flexibility so that the parents' groups can follow special, more

narrow interests, if they choose.
Senator MONDALE. We had in our family hearings an expert who

pointed out that in 1900 over 50 percent of the families in Boston were

three-generation. In other words, there was probably an aunt, grand-

father, or someone in the house, presumably at the time the new family

was being born. And now only 4 percent of them are that way.
I wonder if that does not enter into it?
There is a tremendous mobility now. We used to provide experi-

ence for new parents was with members of the family to help out,

to be babysitters, to provide a lifetime of experience and training for

new parents.
Now, that is largely gone, is it not?
MS. ELLWOOD. I agree.
And the natural modeling that occurs is not available to most people.

Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much.
Ms. Sherlock.
Ms. SHERLOCK. Senator Mondale, I appreciate the opportunity to

appear and testify before this joint Senate and House committee on the

S. 626 and H.R. 2966 Child and Family Services Act of 1975.
Every social ill of our times arises from behavior. Reasonable as it

may seem to work toward the cure of such ills, we shall not succeed

until we learn how to prevent them.
My concern begins with the behavior of the child who becomes the

man. No person will disagree when I state categorically that children

are our greatest natural resources, yet the world behaves as though

they were no resource at all.
The land, the water, the air and, most important, the oil, all are

to be conserved for they support life. What, after all, does a child

contribute?
How shortsighted we are. The child conceived today is the adolescent

of tomorrow and the adult of the day after. Nothing is more impor-

tant than the person that child becomes. He alone holds the key to the

future.
Yet, knowing all this and knowing, too

' 
how important those first

few years of life can be, we have constructed a society that puts great

demands and pressures on families—they must succeed and produce

financially; they must make social and community commitments; and

if there is any time or energy left over, they must raise their children

with limited support from the community to assist them in this ulti-

mate responsibility.
We need only to look again at the pressures put on families for sim-

ple survival to examine the voids of support services—child cam,

health and nutrition resources—to know how little support the com-

munity gives its families.

57-649 0 - 76 - pt. 3 -2
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Examine first the need for such a simple resource as care for chil-
dren while their parents join the labor force in order to put food on
the table.
In nonurban Minnesota's Polk County, 767 families with children

under the age of 6 needing child care, there are zero number of licensed
day care slots—either family or group.
Lake County, 205 families needing child, care, has 1 licensed slot.
Clay County, 1,121 families in need of child care, has 103 licensed

slots.
Morrison County, 601 families in need of child care, has 16 licensed

slots.
And it goes on and on.
Senator MONDALE. Lake County has one?
Ms. SHERLOCK. One slot.
Senator MONDALE. What would you do with one slot?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Well, it makes their records look good.
Across our State we begin to see efforts made to develop child care

resources and support services for families, but they are like patches
on a worn shirt. We see the number of licensed day care slots increase
during a 4-year timespan 1970-74, from 0 to 8; 5 to 14; 105 to 165;
and in my own county, Olmsted, 475 to 683. But that still leaves nearly.
2,000 children, below the age of 6, being cared for in possible unsuit-
able environments.

Title TV—A of the Social Security Act has been another patch on
our worn shirt. Parents who fall under the past, present, or potential
AFDC category are eligible for child care services free of charge. It
allows parents to sometimes choose care for their children based on
the quality of care rather than the cost. But, again, even the patch
is wearing out.
Families who meet all the criteria to be eligible under title TV—A

regulations are denied services simply because there is no money left
in the pot, and that is a current fact in Olmsted County, Minn.
We have a temporary freeze on all requests for child care in licensed

family day care until we can resolve the problem. There was no other
choice, for if the county had continued to meet the increasing demands,
the money allotted to Olmsted County under title TV—A would have
been expended by the 1st of July, and all services would have to come
to an end.
But even if title TV—A child care requests could be met, that alone

does not answer the needs of the working poor.
A young divorced mother on AFDC with two preschool children has

gone back to school. She is enrolled in a 9-month LPN vocational pro-
gram. During this training period, her child care is paid for.
Her first month of work at the hospital is considered training, so her

low income continues to make her eligible for reimbursement for child
care.
But, now, the month is up. She is a fully qualified licensed practical

nurse. She is earning $3 an hour, and she received $150 a month for
child support, which gives her a gross monthly income of $669.40. She
is no longer eligible for child care reimbursement, and she must begin
paying a maximum of $8 a day—$168 a month—for child care for her
two children, and that is after taxes. She really is better off returning
to AFDC and staying home with her children. What creative means we
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devise to encourage and support families on their way to independence
and a meaningful life.
In spite of our patchwork system, there always arises a glimmer of

hope—and certainly we have some of this in Mondale's home State of
Minnesota—a strong and growing family day care system in certain
areas, interest, and growing development of planning and coordinating
groups.
In fact, as I read this bill, I find it very familiar. Its purpose and

goals sound almost like quotes from the articles of incorporation and
bylaws of the Olmsted County Council for Coordinated Child Care,
which I represent. Coordination of services—a community working
together—does indeed result in improved quality and availability of
this to children.
In addition, Rochester has one of the six pilot projects funded by

State legislation in 1974 for early childhood and identification projects
to be funded through the public schools.

Basically, these are screening and parent education projects. During
the writing and passing of the legislation, there was a great deal of
emphasis on the fact that these projects would not be controlled by
public schools, but would have 50 percent parent advisory and policy
setting boards and would work together with other agencies in the
community and, indeed, this has happened in our project.
Our 4-C council serves as coordinator—the instruction of parents

and children is contracted to a long-established private nonprofit pre-
school, the early and periodic screening is contracted to the public
health department, and the school district involved gives us great moral
support and disperses the funds.
So, although there are many good things happening, many unmet

needs of children remain in Minnesota as well as across the country—
preschool enrichment programs, health and nutritional needs, pro-
grams for the handicapped, parent education, planning and coordina-
tion of services so families are not lost in the maze of reaching what-
ever services exist, training for staff and family day care providers,
equipment and adequate facilities.
How many years have we spent trying to justify these needs?
The facts are there, the statistics are there. Will we continue to avoid

them? Will we continue to be satisfied with our present small attempts
to improve the rearing of children—attempts that are worthy but woe-
fully limited—or do we respond to the national emergency with the
passage of the Child and Family Services Act of 1975.?
My tone has been evangelical, it is true, but, to me, it falls far short

of the fervor that the subject deserves. In rearing children, we write the
future history of the world. We could start now to make that history a
shining affirmation of what it means to be human.

Senator MONDALE. We have a Finance Committee hearing going on.
They are receiving testimony on my bill.
Congressman Bell will preside.
[Mr. Bell assumed the chair.]
Mr. BELL. This is one of the few times I know where a Republican has

chaired a gathering of this kind.
Thank you, Ms. Sherlock, for your statement. \
In what ways do you think a child should benefit from a child

development program?
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MS. SHERLOCK. In what ways should he benefit?
Mr. BELL. We cannot lose sight of the fact that, of course, helping

children is our goal. What I would like to know is how do you think
a child should benefit from a child development program?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Could you be more specific by what you mean by a

child development program.
Are you talking about group child care, nursery school program—

kindergarten 
Mr. BELL. Any program that involves a child's development.
Ms. SHERLOCK. A child development program might be a parent

education program, a preschool program or group center. The main
goal, I think, of a child development program is to develop a good
self-image.
I think that is probably one of the most important things we can

do for children.
Certainly some skills, whether learned in their home or in a pre-

school setting or a day care center, are also important. It should result
in some skills that will better prepare him for adulthood.
Mr. BELL. Whatever figure is finally put in the budget for this pro-

gram, you recognize, as I do, that it will not be possible to serve every
child in America we must make judgments as to which children
should be served.
Should we put our emphasis in this legislation on serving all chil-

dren, or should we restrict the number? Who should be eligible, and
why?
Ms. SHERLOCK. That is a very difficult question for me to answer..

I am not the right person to answer that, because I think all children
should be served.
When you believe in something, and feel it is important—and

I strongly believe that what happens to our children is very impor-
tant—then it should be available for all children.
So it is very hard for me to say we should only serve part of the

children. Even though I realize we have to be realistic.
We do not have millions and millions of dollars. But it is a difficult

question to answer. Because all children have needs 
Mr. BELL. Ms. Sherlock, maybe we are not communicating.
You know today we have a very strict restriction on the budget.

Budgetary problems are tough problems.
Ms. SHERLOCK. I am saying we need to change our priorities.
Mr. BELL. That may be so, and I probably agree with you. But,

nevertheless, this matter has to be given consideration. We have to
begin thinking in areas of what will be the greatest priority in this
program, not the overall picture, because we might not be able to
serve everyone. Do you see what I mean?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Going back to answer your Question you say peo-ple who are 

eligible, 
under what? Are you talking about low-income

eligible, such as titleXX ?
Mr. BELL. I would think low income, obviously, would be the ones

to be considered first.
Is there any way you might suggest they be selected?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Certainly, low income is an obvious priority. I see

great advantage in having money available for a sliding fee scale so
parents share the cost of the programs.
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Mr. BELL. Should the division be at the near poor?
Ms. SHERLOCK. A sliding fee scale stretches money—cutoff can be

higher. A sliding fee scale, I think, is a very important part of a child
care program.
Mr. BELL. Should there be some requirement that they pay for part

of the services?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Yes; partly, I think it is appropriate. I think par-

ents feel they have more right to make decisions about their children,
feel better about participating in, say, policy decisions on the boards
when they are contributing some money, even if it is a very minimal
amount on the cost of the child care.
Mr. BELL. I start with the assumption that no one will inten-

tionally establish a program which is inferior.
Therefore, how can we determine what quality is?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Quality is hard to determine.
One of the best ways to monitor quality is not to monitor the pro-

gram, but monitor children, what is happening to the child. I certainly
agree we need standards.
There are certain basic things that determine quality, enough space,

the training of the staff; good equipment. Those things are part of the
day care standards.
The staff ratio, number of children to staff. Those are the easy things

to control, if someone puts just a little effort into it.
There are some basic things, and beyond that quality is again diffi-

cult to monitor, and certainly it is essential. There are some obvious
things that can be easily standardized and controlled.
Mr. BELL. The Head Start program is probably the largest model

we have, simply because the most money has been spent on it.
Should we use the Head Start program and all of its supplemental

services, professional personnel, methods and techniques as a yardstick
to measure that quality which you were speaking of?
Ms. SHERLOCK. I think you are talking about extra staff people, a lot

of supplemental services they have in their programs. I believe these
are essentials for adequate child care.
Mr. BELL. You think these would be beneficial?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Of course.
Mr. BELL. I have more questions, Ms. Sherlock, that I will submit

to you to be put in the record at a later time.
Would this be satisfactory to you?
Ms. SHERLOCK. Yes.
Mr. BELL. Please give them to the other two witnesses also.
MS. SHERLOCK. Yes.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Ellwood and information referred

to and subsequently supplied follow:]
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March 12, 1975

TESTIMONY
before the

Senate Subcommittee on Children & Youth
and

House Select Subcommittee on Education

by

Ann Ellwood, Executive Director
Minnesota Early Learning Design

123 East Grant Street
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403

612-338-0631

As Director of Minnesota Early Learning Design my perspective on the Child and

Family Services Act is somewhat different from those who are concerned with services

to children. My interest is in how this bill can provide services to parents that

will result in better conditions for children.

Minnesota Early Learning Design (MELD) began in September of 1973 supported by

a one year grant from Lilly Endowment, Inc., to examine current approaches to early

learning, to explore alternative delivery methods, and to develop a proposal for a

demonstration project that could strengthen the family and be supportive of parents

in their efforts to raise their children.

In order to quickly learn the major issues and current thinking of professionals,

providers and consumers in the wide range of human services that relate to family life,

a planning strategy was adopted that included visitation of programs and consultation

nationally and locally, multidisciplinary conference attendance, and a reading plan.

An eight member Parent Advisory Committee, representing a cross section of occupation,

income, sex, race and life styles was established to assist the staff.

We found that educational programs that teach parents to teach their children are

more effective and produce longer lasting gains than programs that concentrate on the



461

child alone. Moreover, many researchers believe that the first 2 or 3 years are the

most critical in the life of the child - a period of time when services for children

are traditionally not available.

We found that external pressures on the family are overwhelming. Changing patterns

of living and working, mobility, loss of the extended family ties, lack of education

for parenting combined with universal problems of jobs, housing and education place an

extraordinarily heavy burden on young adults.

But we also found a renewed consciousness of the crucial nature of child rearing

skills on the part of caregivers, program personnel, researchers and policy makers.

The result is a rapid expansion of interest in programs regarding "parenting" or "parent

education."

In surveying parent education services available it became clear that several

significant elements are not being addressed; programs are generally too short, too

late and too expensive. The duration of programs is usually too short to make a long

lasting impact. Services usually begin too late in the life of the child to be a

preventive force. While a few programs are free or low cost, substantial fees are

frequently charged, inhibiting the wide distribution of service to those who need and

want them. And although most programs provide information and a few offer emotional

support to parents, these two elements (felt by MELD to be of utmost importance in

combination) are not provided in a continuous fashion.

Parents (and often mothers alone), essentially without assistance, are doing a

remarkably good job with a great lack of preparation, with little information, under

great stress and with insufficent psychological support from the community.

As MELD sought to analyze how parents seek and receive information and support,

we became aware of a timely movement across the country which appears to offer a unique

opportunity for parent education. Peer self help groups are fellowships organized

around a common problem, groups in which one person who has been through an experience

helps other persons who are currently undergoing the experience. They provide effective

personal psychology with high public acceptance for a wide and growing array of human

(2)
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problems. The method has been in use for decades by Alcoholics Anonymous and Synanon

to treat severe social and psychological problems. More recently it has been adopted

to address personal problems that society does not define so harshly. Recently

for a growing number of people with more typical problems in common, it is the method

of choice for providing psychological support, education and sometimes recreation.

Peer self help groups have certain common characteristics. In addition to being

peers, leaders are usually volunteers. Occasionally the volunteers are trained, especially

in support techniques and group dynamics. In some groups professional backup and advice

is available to leaders and to the groups as well. Often leaders have their own support

groups to offer encouragement and reinforcement. Most peer self help groups have open

memberships. Meetings can be attended by anyone who designates himself as sharing the

common problem. In the case of local groups such as Alc6holics Anonymous, Weight Watchers

and a divorce counseling group, sufficent numbers of groups exist so that individuals can

attend any parallel group that meets. Usually, however, the interpersonal relationships

help to keep members in their own groups.

Because the coordinator has experienced and successfullly negotiated the difficult

problem faced by others in the group, he/she can provide effective role models that

bring encouragement and hope. Self disclosure techniques encourage identification and

empathy in peers. Available to group members even beyond the scheduled meetings, leaders

can offer advice and problem solving support. In many peer self help groups leaders

are carefully trained to model, reward and reinforce supportive behavior in others. By

participating in common activities and endeavors members gain insight into common problems

and problem behaviors, and develop positive sharing relationships which offer personal

growth, improved self image, and greater self confidence to overcome the present diffi-

culties. Another common outcome of such groupings is that peers help each other by

sharing information about community resources - jobs, services, bargains, housing.

Reduced costs and de-emphasis of professional involvement partially explain the

wide acceptance of the movement. But perhaps the most compelling reason may be that this

(3)
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is a simple, non-controversial, natural way to prevent social problems by helping
 one

another. Americans value concepts of self help as well as peer involvement. A woman

who has successfully nursed an infant happily shares and teaches another who w
ishes to

do so. The slim, self assured former fatty is a model and support to others feeling

the burden of excess weight.

Can peer self help groups be used effectively for parent education? Do the proper

elements exist to create the appropriate relationships? Can education be combined with

psychological support?

The birth of the first child is very often a crisis because of lack of informa
tion,

isolation, fear and other societal pressures. To encourage the development of peer self

helps groups to address parental needs is to build on a natural suppor
t relationship of

parents helping parents that has always existed. Volunteer parents who have been exten-

sively trained in psychological support, reinforcement techniques 
and group dynamics, as

well as an overview of child development, cognitive and physical devel
opment, health care,

nutrition, safety and community resources can build on these natural p
atterns and can

help develop optimal behavior in parents.

Using the peer self help approach, MELD will provide information a
nd support to

small groups of 15 parents, both male and female, beginning early 
in the first pregnancy.

Other parents who are specially trained volunteers will lead the g
roups which will be open

to all parents. MELD believes that such a plan will prove to be inexpensive, easil
y

replicable and attractive to parents who need and desire resources
 as they raise their

children.

I endorse the Child and Family Services Act because it addr
esses the problem of

supports to families as they raise their children. It offers flexibility to accomodate

innovations--new program ideas such as ours. Equally significant is the freedom the

bill provides to parents to choose from available program 
options, protecting their

authority over the care of their children, helping them to 
shoulder their responsibilities

while maintaining control over their children's preschool y
ears.

(4)
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March 18, 1975

Mr. Jack Duncan
Sub-Committee on Select Education
2178 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Duncan,

Attached are my responses to the questions relating to the Child and
Family Services Bills of 1975, H.R. 2966 and S. 626, presented by
Congressman Alphonzo Bell during the hearings before the Senate
Sub-Committees on Children and Youth, and Labor, Poverty and
Employment and the House Select Sub-Committee on Education on
March 12, 1975. I hope the responses will be useful to Congressman
Bell.

It was a privilege to participate in the hearings. I sincerely hope
these important bills will pass.

Sincerely,

j244;.f -44eAtt4ti
Edwina L. Hertzberg
Executive Director

ELH:ks
cc: Mr. A. Sidney Johnson, III

Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association
Edwina L. Hertzberg, Executive Director 430 Oak Grove Suite B10 Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403 612/332-0571
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Response to questions of Congressman Alphonzo Bell re
lating to the

Child and Family Services Bill of 1975, H.R. 2966 and S
. 626; pre-

pared by Edwina L. Hertzberg, Executive Director of th
e Greater

Minneapolis Day Care Association:

1 WHATEVER FIGURE IS FINALLY PUT INTO THE BUDG
ET

FOR THIS PROGRAM, YOU RECOGNIZE AS I DO TH
AT IT

WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE TO SERVE EVERY CHILD IN

AMERICA AND THAT WE MUST MAKE JUDGMENTS AS
 TO

WHICH CHILDREN SHOULD BE SERVED.

A. SHOULD WE PUT OUR EMPHASIS IN THIS LEGISL
ATION

ON SERVING ALL CHILDREN, OR SHOULD WE R
ESTRICT

THE NUMBER WHO ARE ELIGIBLE? PLEASE EXPL
AIN

WHY.

Not all families will want and need services. But services

should be available to all families who want and need 
them.

Developmental needs of children cut across all socio-

economic levels. Roads are available to all; no inco
me

is required in order to be defended by services provi
ded

through the defense department. Surely all children should

have opportunity for maximum growth and develop
ment.

B HOW SHOULD CHILDREN BE SELECTED?

Children should be selected on the basis of desire of

families to be served.

C. SHOULD ONLY POOR CHILDREN BE SERVED?

No.

D. SHOULD SERVICES BE PROVIDED FOR THE "NE
AR-POOR"?

Yes.

E. SHOULD CHILDREN WHOSE PARENTS (OR PARE
NT)

WHO ARE ABOVE THE POVERTY LINE BE ALLO
WED

Greater Minneapolis Day Care Association
Edwina L. Hertzberg, Executive Director 430 Oak Grove Suite B10 Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403 612/332-0571
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TO PARTICIPATE IN THESE PROGRAMS? -- IF YES,
UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS?

Families should be allowed to participate on an equitable
sliding fee basis for those able to pay.

F DOES EVERY CHILD WHO COMES FROM A FAMILY
BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL REQUIRE CHILD CARE
SERVICES?

All children and families require services to provide
opportunity for healthy growth and development. But
service needs will vary from family to family.

2. THE LAST QUESTIONS PERTAINED TO QUANTITY OR NUMBERS
TO SERVE. THESE QUESTIONS REFER TO THE QUALITY OF
PROGRAMS. I START WITH THE ASSUMPTION THAT NO ONE
WILL INTENTIONALLY ESTABLISH A PROGRAM WHICH IS
"INFERIOR." THEREFORE:

A. HOW CAN WE DETERMINE WHAT QUALITY IS?

An important and difficult question, again varying from
family to family. However, a "quality" program meets
the child's developmental needs -- cognitive, physical,
nutritional, social, emotional. Program components
can be measured as such other variables relating to
quality such as staff-child interaction, staff training,
staff-child ratio, administration-staff ratio, etc.

B. THE HEAD START PROGRAM IS THE LARGEST MODEL
AVAILABLE SIMPLY BECAUSE THE MOST MONEY IS SPENT
ON IT. SHOULD WE USE THE HEAD START PROGRAM AND
ALL OF ITS SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICES, PROFESSIONAL
PERSONNEL, METHODS, AND TECHNIQUES AS A YARD-
STICK TO MEASURE QUALITY?

It is one measure. However, the focus of Head Start is
on cognitive development and is geared to preparing a
child for school.

C. ARE ALL OF THOSE SERVICES AND ALL OF THOSE
PEOPLE REALLY NECESSARY, AND DO THEY, IN
THEMSELVES, CONSTITUTE OR GUARANTEE QUALITY?

The availability of these services is necessary if the child's
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development is the primary concern.

No one component guarantees quality; all of them together,

with adequate parent policy-making and competent staff

direction maximizes opportunity for quality.

D. SHOULD HEAD START BE THE MODEL FOR ALL PRO-

GRAMS DEVELOPED UNDER THIS LEGISLATION? IF

YOUR ANSWER IS NO, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY AND

EXPLAIN THE REASONS WHY YOU THINK IT IS NOT

ADEQUATE. IF YOUR ANSWER IS YES, DO YOU AG
REE

THAT IF HEAD START IS SO GOOD, SHOULD WE SI
MPLY

AMEND THE HEAD START LEGISLATION TO PROVI
DE

SERVICES TO ALL CHILDREN AND NOT HAVE TO D
EAL

THROUGH THIS LEGISLATION.

No. Head Start is one model of children's services.

Services should reflect the philosophy, value system

and life style of the family. It is not the model suitable

for every child, every family, every community -- there

is no one model of child development program suitable

for all families. Standards set at the federal level can

assure flexibility of program within a basic program

framework.

E. ARE SOCIAL WORKERS, PSYCHOLOGISTS, NUTRITIONIST
S,

AND OTHER SPECIALISTS REALLY NECESSARY? PLEAS
E

EXPLAIN WHY.

Such specialists must be available to assure that childre
n's

needs are being met either through the family or with

program services.

F SHOULD EDUCATIONAL ENRICHMENT BE A MANDATO
RY

PART OF ANY CHILD CARE PROGRAM? TO WHAT EX
TENT?

Yes, to the extent desired by the parents utilizing a prog
ram.

G. SHOULD NEW FACILITIES BE CONSTRUCTED, OR SHOUL
D

EXISTING BUILDINGS BE USED? SHOULD THERE BE 
ANY

RESTRICTIONS PLACED ON FINANCING IN THIS AR
EA?

In some areas, licensing requirements are such that

rehabilitation becomes non-productive and costly. Often

areas needing services most are those in older parts 
of a

city with buildings inadequate for licensing or rehabili
tation.

If cost and program productive, existing buildings 
should be

utilized where possible. If new buildings are to be constructed,

sharing arrangements may be arranged with 
local public

systems.
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H. ARE PROFESSIONALS NECESSARY TO OPERATE THESE
PROGRAMS, OR CAN PARA OR NON-PROFESSIONALS
DO THE JOB AS WELL?

A balance of staff appears to be the best approach.
Competent supervision is essential. Again, staff should
reflect program philosophy.

I. WHAT IS THE IDEAL WORKER TO CHILD RATIO.
PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ANSWER.

There is no absolute answer at the present time.
However, children served by IV-A programs, by
definition, are generally from multi-problem families.
Different communities, different programs apparently
can successfully utilize different ratios. However, on
the average, Federal Day Care Standards appear to be
appropriate for most programs.

J. SHOULD PARENTS BE INVOLVED IN THE PROGRAMS?
HOW AND TO WHAT EXTENT SHOULD THEY BE
EMPLOYED?

If they so desire. Parents should be encouraged to be
involved on all levels from policy-making to program
participation.

K. SHOULD CHILDREN BE SERVED ONE, TWO, OR THREE
MEALS A DAY? HOW MANY SNACKS?

Number of meals appropriate depends upon length of time
a child is present daily. Primary concern should be for
nutritional balance. For the sake of opportunity for
family interaction, at least one meal should be in the
home with the family. Therefore, in most cases, two
meals plus two snacks would be optimum.

L. HOW MANY HOURS A DAY SHOULD CENTERS BE OPEN?

Again, depending upon community needs, full day care
programs should be open 10 hours per day. Half-day
programs generally run 2-1/2 hours and serve enrichment
purposes. Twenty-four hour care is needed in most
communities and seldom available.

4
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M. WHAT TYPE OF PROGRAM DOES A CHILD REALLY

NEED IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE A MAXIMUM EDUCATIONAL

EXPERIENCE?

One which meets the child's developmental needs -- cognitive,

social, emotional, physical, nutritional.

3. POSSIBLY THE MOST IMPORTANT QUESTION THAT I CAN

ASK PERTAINS TO THE PROGRAM DELIVERY SYSTEM. BECAUSE

ANY CHILD WHO ENTERS A PRESCHOOL PROGRAM WILL

EVENTUALLY ATTEND PUBLIC SCHOOL, I BELIEVE THERE

SHOULD BE SOME WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH THE LOCAL

PUBLIC SCHOOLS.

A. IN YOUR OPINION WHAT SPECIFIC ROLE SHOULD THE

PUBLIC SCHOOLS HAVE IN ANY LEGISLATION WE

DEVELOP? PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR REASONS.

There should be formalized interaction between child

development programs and public schools. School space

should be made available as feasible to child development

programs.

B. SHOULD THE SCHOOLS HAVE TIE PRIMARY ROLE IN

CHILD DEVELOPMENT?

No. The family should and does have the primary role

in child development.

C. SHOULD THE SCHOOLS HAVE A SUPPLEMENTARY ROLE?

IF SO, TO WHAT DEGREE?

School space and services should be utilized. School

systems should run child care programs only if controlled

by parents.
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Mr. BELL. I am sorry I was not here to listen to the entire panel, but
I had a previous commitment.
The next. panel is a panel of women's organizations,.Andrey Colom,

vice chairwoman, National Women's Political Caucus; Mary Grace
Plaskett, national chairperson of task force on child care, National Or-
ganization for Women; Carol Burris, president, Women's Lobby, Inc.;
Arvonne Fraser, legislative chairperson and past president, Women's
Equity Action League; and Sandy Hill, national vice president, Fed-
erally Employed Women.
Welcome, ladies, to the committee.
You can start any way you like. The first name we have listed is

Audrey Colom, but you can decide among yourselves how you wish to
testify.

STATEMENT OF AUDREY COLOM, VICE CHAIRWOMAN, NATIONAL
WOMEN'S POLITICAL CAUCUS, ACCOMPANIED BY MARY GRACE
PLASKETT, NATIONAL CHAIRPERSON OF TASK FORCE ON CHILD
CARE, NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN; CAROL BURRIS,
PRESIDENT, WOMEN'S LOBBY, INC.; ARVONNE FRASER, LEGIS-
LATIVE CHAIRPERSON AND PAST PRESIDENT, WOMEN'S EQUITY
ACTION LEAGUE; SANDY HILL, NATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT,
FEDERALLY EMPLOYED WOMEN; AND TULIE KISIELEWSKI, A
PANEL

Ms. CoLom. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I am pleased to be here today to discuss the child and family serv-

ices legislation.
My name is Audrey Colom. I am a parent of a preschool child cur-

rently in day care, and vice chairwoman of the National Women's
Political Caucus. NWPC represents over 30,000 women. We have 300
State and local caucuses across the Nation. We are a multipartisan and
multi-issue group.
The prompt enactment of the child and family services bill is one

of two top legislative priorities for the National Women's Political
Caucus for 1975.
As an indication of how strongly our membership feels about the

need for bills, such as S. 626 and H.R. 2966, the caucus leadership
voted at its past January meeting to devote a substantial effort to
helping the child care bills pass Congress.
I offer this as evidence of how important this legislation is to one of

the country's fastest growing women's organizations.
I know that previous witnesses, particularly Carmen Maymi, Di-

rector, Women's Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, and Joseph Reid,
executive director of the Child Welfare League of America, have
statistically documented the role of women in the labor force and the
paucity of child care facilities. I will not reiterate the figures, but they
are summarized at the end of my statement for our reference today.
What do all these figures about the increasing number of women in

the labor force, the female beaded households, and the scarcity of li-
censed child care facilities tell us?
They all tell us the same thing, the need for federally funded child

care programs exists now, today. Women, mothers, are out of the home



471

4

working, mostly because they must make ends meet. Many are heads
of families, solely responsible for supporting their children. There is
no alternative for these women. Their children must be cared for. And
the child care programs, whether for preschoolers or school-aged chil-
dren, are inadequate because society's institutions have not adjusted to
changing customs.
.At this point, I would like to leave my prepared statement and share

with you my personal frustrations seeking child care within the pres-
ent institutional framework.
When my daughter was born, I was a junior in college. Prior to the

beginning of my senior year, I sought child care. Because she was only
6 months old, I was told to seek a home care situation. I was given a
list of homes to visit, which I did. I found none of these infant care
homes adequate to meet my child's needs.

Reluctantly, I took my daughter to live with my parents in New
York. My husband and I visited New York every weekend for 6
months so that our daughter would not forget her parents.
When we brought her back to Washington, we tried several differ-

ent home care placements. For 21/2 years, my child was placed in cus-
todial day care homes because there was no alternative for children
under 3.
My child is now in a child development program helping her to de-

velop the skills necessary to grow emotionally and intellectually. This
program, like all good programs, needs your help. Presently, they have
a waiting list of 42 children.
These 42 children need and deserve quality care. I think the child

and family services legislation can help them.
I would, at this point, like to speak up for the small percentage of

women who work out of choice, not necessity. They and their children,
too, deserve the highest quality care available.
I am pleased that the Senate bill provides some space on a sliding

fee basis in child care programs for families above the Bureau of
Labor Statistics lower living standard budget. I know that these
families desire for their children the rich and varied experience that
the best child care programs offer, and they are prepared to pay for
these programs.
To those people who bristle at the mention of day care and equate

it with irresponsible or neglectful parents, I would like to say that
good—not custodial—care, day care is quality education.
The children are learning about themselves, their playmates, their

environment in a happy, healthy way. They are growing and develop-
ing as a result of their experience in a day care program.
Second, I would like to remind the opponents of this legislation

that all the programs and services offered are completely voluntary.
This legislation does not say that because a child care program for

preschoolers opens in your community that you must enroll your
3-year-old. Nor does it say that because an afterschool program for
junior high students is started in your child's school that your child
must attend.
Those who do not desire or approve of the service need not avail

themselves. There will be enough people rushing to use it, as it is.
Now, I would just like to take a couple of minutes to speak about

specific provisions of the two bills, S. 626 and H.R. 2966.

57-649 0 - 76 - pt. 3 - 3
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I am distressed that, for the first year, funds are authorized only
for planning, training, and technical assistance—groundwork funds.
While I do not dispute that ample planning must be done. I am sur-
prised that no money is simultaneously available for already existing
child care and family service programs—especially those suffering
from diminishing foundation or local government support.
I can think of several child care programs, within walking distance

of this very hearing room, that may close down soon because their
funding is unstable.

If this bill passes as drafted, I can envision a situation where well-
paid planners are scouring the country determining areas of greatest
need, while child care programs in those very areas are cutting back
or closing down altogether.
Children must be the primary beneficiaries of this money.
I would like to commend you for recognizing the important role

that parents must play on the child and family service councils. I
think that concern has been expressed at previous hearings that work-
ing parents may be too busy to attend council meetings and should,
therefore, have a limited role in the child and family service coun-
cils. I do not believe this is true.
In fact, many parents already do participate actively in planning

for their children, and given the opportunity, even more would par-
ticipate.
As a parent, I realize that, like everyone, we make mistakes and

we need experts' advice, but, in the end, we do know our own children
better than anyone else. Parents must comprise at least one-half of
the membership of the child and family service councils as the bills
currently provide.
In closing, I would like to thank you for holding hearings so

promptly on the child and family service bills.
I hope that the full committees and the full Congress will act with

the same awareness of the needs and expeditiously pass the bills into
laws.
[The following information was supplied for the record by Ms.

Colom :]
SOME STATISTICS ON WOMEN IN THE LABOR FORCE

1. There are 27 million children under 18 whose mothers are in the labor
force.

2. There are 6 million children under 6 with mothers in the labor force.
3. Since 1960 the percent of married women with children under 6 in the labor

force has risen from 18.6% to 34%.
4. 34% of the married women with children under 6 are in the labor force.
5. Two thirds of the women in the work force are single, divorced, separated

or have husbands earning under $7,000.
5. Two thirds of the women in the work force are single, divorced, separated

if the mother worked and only $3,760 if the mother didn't work.
7. It is estimated that there are only one million places in licensed day care

centers and homes for the 6 million pre-school children with working mothers.
8. It is estimated that one and one half million AFDC children under 6 are

in "unknown child care arrangements".

Mr. BELL. Thank you, Ms. Colom, for an excellent statement.
Who would like to speak next?
We can go down the list.
Mary Grace Plaskett.
Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you, Mr. Bell.
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I am Mary Grace Plaskett, the Child Care Task Force coordinator
for the National Organization for Women. I am delighted to be here
today to speak on NOW's behalf in support of the Child and Family
Services Act.
The position of the National Organization for Women regarding

child care is one which we feel reaches out to the realistic needs of
children, parents, and employers. This position might best be illus-
trated point by point.

1. That every child deserves the highest quality education and care
that our society can provide from infancy through preparation for
a career. This is a basic right of each child in America and should be
demonstrated by national support and funding for early childhood
education and development schools, in which each child is encouraged
to explore her or his environment and to learn independence and the
democratic process of decisionmaking. Each child must be encour-
aged to develop to her or his full and individual potential, free from
sex role stereotyping, racial, ethnic, cultural, and economic bias.

2. That the development of such schools will offer all parents the
opportunity to support their families, to pursue their own education,
careers or the development of their own individual potential without
guilt or fear that their children are not being adequately cared for.

3. That such publicly supported early childhood education schools
must be 'available at flexible hours to meet the needs of families.

4. That such schools provide adequate nutritional and health serv-
ices to meet the needs of the children that are enrolled.

5. That parents of children enrolled in these schools have some
decisionmaking and control of the administration, curriculum and
operation of that school.

6. That such schools be open to all children, regardless of financial
standing of parents. These schools should contain a cross-section of
children of poor, middle and upper incomes so that no child is "ghetto-
ized" because of the economic background of her/his parents.

7. That licensing and regulatory procedures on the Federal, State
and local levels must be revised so they foster, rather than impede, the
rapid growth of high quality child care and development programs.

8. That Government support of a coordinated network of develop-
mental and educational early child schools be an immediate national
priority. Funds need to be available for operation, training, technical
assistance, research and demonstration, renovation and, especially,
construction.
Money available for construction would serve a dual purpose—while

giving a boost to the economy by channeling money into the construc-
tion field, we would be providing environments specifically designed to
stimulate children's imagination and curiosity, with all the safety fea-
tures necessary for the well-being of those children.
I do not come armed with a large number of statistics, since these

statistics usually speak to the need in terms of the "working mothers."
In my opinion, such statistics do not address the more realistic and

universal need in our society for adequate child care and development
for all children, regardless of race, socioeconomic background, or oc-
cupation of parents.
I would like to speak to the needs of the children and parents in-

volved and ask if any of us here today, who are obviously concerned
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about child care, have ever asked the children how they feel? I do.
I ask continually.
I am employed as the executive director/school coordinator of the

South Hills NOW Day Nursery School in Pittsburgh, Pa.
I have seen the children enrolled in a quality educational center

grow physically, mentally, and emotionally. I ask them if they like
school. Then I ask them why they like school. Let me share with you
their responses.
Heather says, "Cause we get to paint here * * I don't have paints

at home and they're messy. No one yells that it's getting on the
floor. * * *" She turns from the easel to show me her work, half of
which is on the paper and the other half on her nose, shoes, and floor.
Elizabeth says

' 
"Debbie," her teacher, "says I can start my second

reading book on Friday." Elizabeth's major joy and challenge in the
world is being able to read "all by myself, any time I want to."
Scott says, "Because Moss," one of the other children, "is here

and lots of other kids and lots of things to do."
These three statements form in my mind the basic reasons for sup-

port for child care—the availability of learning and developmental
equipment and a staff trained in directing the children in its use
and the freedom to use it, and the social companionship so necessary
for children. Children enjoy being with other children.
It puts a great strain on children to be expected to cope in an

adult world solely with adults 24 hours a day. Wise parents are those
who realize that they cannot be everything, all day, every day, to their
child.
I have daily opportunity to discuss with parents their needs and

feelings about child care. From these parents I get a variety of
reactions.
The parent who, because he or she is a single parent, must work

outside the home to support a family, is often overwhelmed by guilt.
This comes, I believe, from an historic apprehension that a child
is best emotionally provided for by one parent, the female, in a 1-to-1
relationship in the home; that, except for the conventional 21/2-hour
nursery school program, any child denied such treatment for the re-
maining 211/2 hours a day is emotionally deprived and may be traumat-
ized for life.
Not wanting to emotionally cripple their children, these parents

are emotionally crippling themselves, and are forced to deny them-
selves a career which they could find fulfilling, or necessary to avoid
the welfare rolls.
Some parents try to substitute the parent within the home by hir-

ing a person, usually a female, and paying less than a living wage
to provide child care. Because the salary is generally less than mini-
mum wage, the turnover is great and the reliability is less than ade-
quate. Unfortunately, it is very often the case that the quality of
time and energy of this adult is directed elsewhere, while a child is,
in fact, being "baby-sat" by a television set.
Often in two-parent households, parents work on different shifts,

taking turns watching the children while one sleeps or while sleeping
themselves. Again, the quality of care for the children suffers and the
child is forced or encouraged to sit in front of a television set with
a reprimand to "Be quiet, I'm trying to get some sleep."
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In extreme financial stress, often the parent turns to his or her
parents or relatives to provide this service and creates the problem of
a generally aging parent raising a second family.

Offering stimulating learning experiences for young children is
a very time-consuming and energy-consuming task, and while most
older adults enjoy being with young children for awhile, a steady de-
mand on these adults for constant attention is wearing.
There are other parents, the statistics show, who leave their pre-

school children in the care of other children, or completely unattended.
There are too many latchkey children in our country.
These children, ages 4 to 12, carry a house or apartment key on

a string around their necks in order to "let themselves in and take
care of themselves, younger children, and household duties" until a
parent returns from work. If comprehensive child care and develop-
ment, including before and after school care, were available to all
children whose families seek it, these problems could be eliminated.
Employers have also voiced their concern for the provision of ade-

quate child care. It is generally felt that the productivity of work-
ing parents could be substantially increased if those parents could
be free from anxiety and the interruption of their schedules caused
by inadequate or unreliable care.
Let me emphasize that early childhood education is a basic right

of all children, regardless of their parents' financial status. We think
that we must make every effort to serve the needs of all young children.
They should be offered the same open policy which is given to their

older brothers and sisters in our public schools. They could be achieved
by the allocation of Federal and State funds to establish an early child-
hood education program in each State. This would allow and insure
that all children receive the same quality educational and develop-
mental program regardless of their parents' socioeconomic .back-
ground. This program would also provide standards for professionals
and paraprofessionals and would increase the labor force.
Were a program like this implemented, the licensing of these schools

would logically fall under the States' Departments of Education.
Since the department of education is responsible for the stand-

ards of teacher training, there could be a closer cooperation be-
tween teachers' colleges and early childhood education schools in order
to equip teachers to meet the children's needs more realistically.

Quality early childhood education would be achieved with the
maximum number of children served in a safe healthy environment.
Mr. BELL. Thank you, Ms. Plaskett.
rThe• following information was subsequently supplied for the

record:]
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The Psychology of
Day Care
By Susan Edmiston

t4 . It has taken some time for a response to arise to the problem

posed by motherhood in the nuclear family, hut now it is here—

the middle-class movement toward day care . . ."

Motherhood, as recent ge.nerations
have known it, is tottering. Traditional
child-rearing has been strictly t.'he
lac: one mother totally engrossed in
and at the service of one child, one
child totally involved with one mother.
A sacred obligation, constant and jeal-
ous, it required the all-hut-perpetual at-
tendance of the mother. An occasional
respite when baby-sitter or mother-in-
law cared for the child was ack ertable
hut still guilt-inspiring; going off to
work and abdicating to a mother-suero-
gate was inexcusable. Those women
who did so were always subtly—or not
so subtly—tainted; the hest mothers
didn't. The assumption xyas that at any
and all times, mother knew best and
mother was hest. Mother and child
were locked in an eternal embrace.
The embrace, alas, was often deadly.

Psychologists wrote about mothers who
grasped and smothered their children.
Betty Friedan described the absorption
of the child's personality by the mother
and her attempts to live through him:
"It is the child who supports life in the
mother . . . and he is virtually de-
stroyed in the process." And Philip
Roth told its about Portnoy.

It has taken some time los a response
to arise to the problems posed by ino:11-
elink,d as rasticed in the neel.er fam-
ily—after al!, centaries of sancti,v end
ernes:ion stood behind ti now. the

response is here. Its expression is the
middle-class movement teward day
care.

Traditionally, day care has meant the
care and protect:on of el:Odom from
families afflicted with some kind of
"social pathology": broken homes. fam-
ilies which might neglect or abuse a
child, or mothers who had to work at
jobs that paid so poorly they could
not afford a nurse or baby-sitter.
A kind of the: care for children from

C.:en:lies that arc not poor has existed:
it is called nursery school. its main
ftinetim is pros iding recreation or edn-

cation, not custodial care. It is no sur-
prise, given the historical definition of
day care, that when people like Kate
Millen go on television saying that we
should have universal day care, other
people like David Susskind accuse her
of being heartless and inhuman, a crea-
ture unnaturally rejecting her role as
woman and mother. Were Kate Millett
to demand full-time nursery school for
el cry child, she would undoubtedly
meet with a different reaction.

In fact, the kind of day care many
people—women's liberationists, advo-
cates of community-controlled day care,
parents who have formed their own co-
ops—sare talking about today is much
closer to what traditionally has been
called nursery school than what has
been called day care. They are con-
cerned with child development and they
are demanding what, in their varied
visions and wisdoms, they see as the
best kind of growth experience for
their children.
At the same time, the feminists are

as intent on freedom for women and
the opportunity for "mothcedevelop-
ment," or parent-development, as they
are on child development. For every-
body. die new kind of care differs from
nursery school in its underlying assump-
tions: taken to its logical conclusion it is
sayino that no mother or famih:. no mat-
ter how loving..well-educate.! or eco-
nomically fortunate, is capable of giv-
ing its children the best kind of child.
rearinte even under the best conditions,
the s.hool or day care center can do a
better jot., "lust as education from Si';
up was taken out of the home, educa-
tion from birth to six should be. too."
says Rosalyn Baxandall, one of the
founders of the pioneer Liberation Nur-
sery on East 6th Street. "Families may
have been able to do it several genera-
tions ago—people lived in extended
families then—but I don't think fam-
ilies can do it now."
Whereas nursery school is considered

a supplement to a mother's care. the
clay care center is supposedly as influ-
ential in the child's development as the
family. Day care people see the center
or school not as a foreign, outside in-
flume, but ideally as an ens isemeent
created by the parems themssh es, ici-
ng in community. Proponents ay tha:
day care centers provide the f, lkosing
advantages over the individual horae7

environment: The chi
more space, more equipment te Flay
with. more materials to learn frcen,
more activities to rarticipate in.
Other ehi!dren. Most day care propo-

nents (with the notable exception of
President Nixon, who favors day care
as a means of reducing the welfare
rolls) are committed to centers that are
as racially ard economically heteroge-
neous as the neighborhood allows.
Man, also believe strongly that chil-
dren of varied ages should mingle with
one another and not jiist with their
immediate peer group Often they em-
brace the concept, derived from the
British infant schools, that children
should learn as much as possible f,ean
one another rather than from ade'es:
"Why should I teach a child hew. to
butten his clothes when he can !eare
that from another child?" Ea..5 a tea-h-
er in one of the centers. "I'd rather
trend my time teaching Lim hoe to
read or play the piano." And they be-
lieve that children should begin t , de-
rend on one another and feel rerncosi-
Me for one another.

Re!iel fr:.an cad for parent:. Day
care short-circuits the relationship of
total cmotienal absorption Betty Uric-
dan describes, and dilutes the impact
of any particular set of parents' neu-
roses on the child. The child learns
to trust and relate to a variety of diger-
cnt adults who have a broader range ef
resonalities and skills than do his, own
parents. "It was beginning to worry ir.e
that my child was completely seh.ject to
my moods and my attitudes, just in my
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".• :It was beginning to worry me,' says a woman, 'that my child
was completely subject to my moods and my attitudes.'. ."

orbit completely." says a woman who
recently became involved in a day care
center. "He was seeing the world only
through my eyes and my feelings. It
vvas time for a larger view."
When the day care center is parent-

controlled, it breaks down the separa-
tion between the private home and the
school. As the policy statement of the
Committee for Community-Controlled
Day Care notes, the child no longer
feels that one kind of behavior is ap-
proved in school and another at home
and that there is no relation between
these two aspects of his life: "These
centers demonstrate to the children
that mothers and fathers and neighbors,
people of their own background and
values, play a significant role in the
daily life of their school. This realiza-
tion enhances both the youngster's own
sense of worth and his positive feelings
about the center's educational pro-
gram." Although this may not be as
essential for middle-class children as
for those from ghetto neighborhoods,
it most certainly benefit all children
to feel that their destinies are con-
trolled not by the Board of Education
or the "city" or some other impersonal
"them" but by their own families.

Day care also benefits parents: it
frees a mother to work. study or sim-
ply meander. It lifts the weight, if not
the responsibility, for child-rearing
front the mother's shoulders and shifts
some of the burden to the community.
It breaks down the isolation of the nu-
clear family. When parents are involved
in the centers, they gain a measure
of real power over the world in which
they live.

That's day care in theory. Here are
two disparate versions in action:
The Discovery Room for Children is

located on the upper fringes of Harlem
and draws its enrollment from the mixed
neighborhood between 155th and 181st
Streets, river to river. Of 32 children
between three-and-a-half and six, about
half are white and half are black or

Puerto Rican. Sixty per cent are at
or below the poverty line, enabling
the Discovery Room to receive fund-
ing from the city as a day care cen-
ter. If parents are on public assistance
or Medicaid they pay nothing; other-
wise, they pay St a week for a half-day
and $2 a week for a full day. Most of
the children come either in the morn-
ing or the afternoon, but five stay all
day. There is a waiting list of 70, but
the Discovery Room hopes to be able
to expand soon.
The Discovery Room is very much

a school. It was started a year and a
half ago by Sydney Clemens and Ann
Brown, two young teachers with twelve
years' experience in New York's public
and private schools. The center is con-
trolled by a board of parents. Of five
paid teachers, four, including one for-
mer welfare mother, are parents of chil-
dren in the school. Three are not li-
censed, two do not have college de-
grees, but the parents believe that they,
and not the city, should decide who is
qualified to teach their children. This is
a position shared by most feminists and
members of the community-controlled
day care movement. Two volunteer
teachers also work at the school part-
time.

Perhaps the strongest influence on
the Discovery Room is the kind of
thinking identified with the British in-
fant schools. There is the belief that
children should be given a richly fur-
nished, planned environment which
they are left free to use in any way
they wish. There is a respect for the
observations of thinkers like Piaget
on how children actually develop—
expressed, for instance, in the notion
that children learn a subject like math-
ematics by exploring its concepts in
concrete form rather than by manipu-
lating numbers. And there is the afore.
mentioned commitment to child-to-child
teaching and therefore to the mingling
of children of different ages. (Although
the British infant schools are for the
five-to-seven age group, the philosophy
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has been adapted to younger children in
several New York schools.) The Discov-
ery Room also draws on the tvlontess,iii
method for some of its equipment.
The Discovery Room's storefront

windows are covered on the inside ‘k ith
a protective layer of wood painted blue.
The sun beams through cutouts in the
shape of birds, moon, trees and stars.
The floor is covered with bright yelli,w
flowered linoleum. A tall room has been
put to maximum use with a balcony
reached by a ladder. Children hoist
supplies to this indoor version of a tree
house in a rope-operated plastic milk
box they call the elevator; they are re-
quired to use two hands climbing the
ladder. The area beneath the balcony
has been divided in two: one side is
the doll room, a place for dramatic
play and dressing up; the other, the
sink room, where art supplies and paint
are kept. Continuing in British-infant-
school style, there is a math area
equipped with rods, cubes, measure-,
and balances for concretely exploring
concepts of number, volume, leng..h,
etc., and a place for playing 55iih colors
and shapes. There is an clectrie piano,
an autoharp, and a primary typewriter
with large type.
On one wall is a chart headed Things

I Can Teach: "Lucinda: how to clean
up the table after painting Daymon:
to hold hands crossing streets, how to
flip over, how to pump on the switv
David: things about dinosaurs, how to
do a flipover on the bar. Alta: how to
clean a paint tray, how to pick the r4 !ti
speed on the phonograph, how to carry
scissors, how to set the timer. Cyntha:
how to count up to 30, how to use thy:
typewriter, the rules of the ladder. 10.1.
dijah: how to unbutton smocks. how to
call for weather information ..." Whcn
a child needs to know something another
child can teach, he is referred to the
chart (if he can't read, of ceursc, a
teacher reads it for him).
On one clay recently, four childo ii

and a volunteer were playing a pal,
with colors and shapes; three chilcia
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"... A number of franchising operations have ventured into the
field, creating visions of 'Kentucky Fried Children.' ..."

were up on the balcony listening to a
record of In the Night kttehcz: one
girl spent half an hour or so quietly
strumming to herself on the autoharp;
several small boys were giddily play-
ss on some large soft Mats; one
child asked a teacher to thew him how
to write the letter E and several other
children joined in the lesson, each mak-
ing a page of Es: one child threw a tan-
trum and a teachct spent 'ffteen min-
utes consoling him; some children gath-
ered around a teacher and stitched
pieces of fabric with bright wool. Every
now and then a teacher would initiate
a group activity which children were
free to join or ignore: one teacher played
"Alice's Restaurant" on the piano and
each child sang his own verse; a mart
visiting for the day read a story.

Despite the presence of eighteen chil-
dren and eight adults tihere were two
volunteers and two visitors in a,ldition
to the staff). the 30.foot-square room
was it pleasant bustle of activity rather
than the nerve-w racking chaos so easily
created hy children in groups larger
than two. The children all scented oc-
cupied or absorbed in some kind of
pleasurable act!' ity.
The West Village Cooperative Day

Care Center offers a contrast to the Dis-
covery Room. To begin with, it serves
a large number of children under two.
Second, the mothers who run the cen-
ter range from educational traditional-
ists to radicals further left than Sum-
merhill. The group has not yet been
able to agree on any philosophy and,
consequently, the atmosphere changes
from day to day, depending on whether
or not the mothers in attendance are
more or less concerned about organiza-
tion and cleanliness.
The co-ep started last year in May,

when Bella Abzug donated part of her
campaign headquarters as space for a
group of mothers who worked or want-
ed to work and therefore needed day
care. Mothers who worked full time and
couldn't help staff the center paid $20
a week; the others worked one full day
a week. Both groups gave $4 a week
for supplies. Although the center is
now funded by the city. checks are
erratic, so the same payment plan re-
mains in effect. One teacher, a young
woman from the Bank Street School of
Education, and an assistant teacher
were hired. In addition, four volunteer
mothers work each day.
The center, which has moved to the

basement of the Washington Square
Methodist Church, has about 30 chil-
dren, of whom four or five are un-

der a year old. It is open from 8:30
to 6 and even some of the bataes stay
all day. Its home is an immerse room
with a stage at one end. Cribs and play-
pens are lined up in one area; .here is
climbing equipment donated by some
architects; plastic milk boxes have been
stacked tip in one area, ova to a child.
to house personal belongings.
On a recent day, the assistant teach-

er had spread en immense tretched
canvas with paint. A little boy and a
little girl. completely made, were sitting
and sliding in the paint while carrousel
music played on the phonograph. Oth-
ers in various stages of undtess kilted
on the canva or approached it more
timidly. hands first. Many of the tod-
dlcrs (oven the smallest children are
confined to their cribs only for naps)
looked on in apparent fascination. At
the same time, one child was riding a
truck: several children played quietly
o ith games and puzzles on the stage;
another child painted at an easel;
two toddlers played with a large ball;
several of the older children slid through
one of the architects' tunnel-like con-
structions; one mother nursed her child
and another rocked a baby in a stroller.
Though one of the mothers admitted

to being "rather appalled" by the he-
donistic, messy paint play while it was
in progress, she observed later that her
three-and-a-half-year-old talked about
it for two days. "It was a big event for
him," she said, "one he never would
have experienced if he hadn't been ex-
posed to the ideas of other mothers."
Although there were the same num-

ber of children in this room as in the far
smaller Discovery Room, there seemed
to be about twice as many, possibly be-
cause the larger room permits children
to play much more actively—charging
from one end to another—and because
the toddlers don't tend to collect in
groups hut constantly wander indepen-
dently.

These two day care centers devel-
oped in similar ways: they started in-
dependently and then were able to get
city financing. Both are parent-con-
trolled. They are not, by any means, the
only kind of day care available.

Now that day care has come into
fashion, extensive government funding
money is expected to become avail-
able. Nixon has allotted $386 million
for the first year of day care under his
Family Assistance Plan, and at least
three other bills calling for "compre-
hensive child development programs"
have been introduced in Congress. (The
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Brademas-Dellenback bill alone calls
for S700 million the first ycar.) Al-
though they give priority to the lowest
income groups, they also provide some
financing for other families. In New
York S1,385.000 has been allocated by
the federal Model Cities Administration
to establish 50 day care centers here by
1973.
The lure of anticipated money has

already brought a host of profiteers
into the day care arena. Last June a
company caled Knowledge Industry
Pulifications, Inc., sponsored a confer-
ence called "Early Learning/Day Care
Conference: Has Early Learning Be-
come the 5 portunity Business of the
1170s?" at .c Commodore Hotel. In-
cluded in the program were workshops
with such titles as "How W'all Street
Will Go Al-cut Evaluating Early Learn-
ing/Day Care Companies" and "Fleec-
ing, the Pre-Schoolsheep: Is It Ethical?
Is It a Bu ir:ss? Can It Be Profitable?"
Some companies have not bothered

to w ait for answers to these questions.
The first to venture into the field are a
number of franchising operations, creat-
ing vi,ions of what Jo.-eph Featherstone
of the Nem Reptelqic calk,1 "Kcntucky
Fried Children." One of the outfits al-
ready in operation is Kinder-Care Nur-
series of Mortgomcry, Alabama, which
boasts home-town boy Bart Starr as
advisory committee member and physi-
cal fitness consultant. Another is Amer-
ican Child Centers of Nashville. Phoe-
nix has franchisers known as Mary
Nloppett and Pied Piper Schools. Chi-
cago has We Sit Better and the Insti-
tute for Contemporary Education. Fran-
chises sell for between $18,000 and
S30,000 plus 6 per cent of the gross.
The fees to parents run from $20 to
$30 a week. Since the cost of good day
care is generally estimated at about $40
a week per child, it is hard to see how
these centers, which also must bear the
cost of constructing appropriate facil-
ities, can make a profit unless they are
providing below-standard service.

In New York City the cost of run-
ning day care programs is estimated at
an even higher rate of $2,500 to S3,000
per year per child. Possibly it is only
the prohibitive cost that has saved us
from profiteering franchisers so far.

In some states industry has also tried
offering day care services. The KLH
Child Development Center in Cam-
bridge has apparently been successful
—at least for the corporation. Kt. H
received grants of S112,118 in 1968-
1969 and $147,782 in 1969-70 from the
HEW Children's Bureau to run its cen-
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"...Shifting the burden from the individual mother to a group of
mothers is not as good as having men share the responsibility. ..."
ter. The company foots only 18 per
cent of the bill while reaping the bene-
fits of reduced lateness, absenteeism,
employee turnover and cost of recruit-
ment. -

While some mothers regard indus-
trial day care centers as a life-saving
boon and some day care proponents
clamor for more such facilities, others
view them with suspicion. "Too often it
ties women to lousy jobs," says Roz
!3axandall. "The industries that are set-
ting them up are the ones that can't
keep' employees; they're bribing the
women. Day care centers should be in
the neighborhoods where people live.
It's not a good idea to drag a child to
work with you on the subway. Besides,
parents ultimately don't have too much
to say about day care when a big cor-
poration is controlling it."

Ironically, New York may have little
to fear from this quarter either. Execu-
tives of such institutions as the New
York Telephone Company, which has
considered day care as a way of allevi-
ating its 70 per cent employee turn-
over, have talked themselves out of
such projects so far by citing the follow-
ing disadvantages: inadequate space;
the difficulty of meeting regulations for
protecting the children; the high cost,
estimated by the Department of Social
Services at $50 a week per child; a lack
of real tax incentives.

What remains? In the past, the ser-
vices available to middle-class parents
in New York were, for the most part,
private nursery schools, publicly assisted
programs that aspired to economic
homogeneity (often run by neighbor-
hood houses and settlement agencies)
and the parent co-ops.
Many of the parent groups met with,

and are still encountering, tremendous
obstacles from the city agencies in-
volved. The Park Slope Community
School in Brooklyn, a group run by
middle-class parents "with good con-
nections" who attempted to •cooperate
with the city in every good-citizen
way, is a case in point. Last year,
after being asked to leave the church
where it had been operating, the group
set out to find a new location. .They
thought of a storefront, but the Board
of Health said it would never license
one and, unlike the Discovery School
parents, the Brooklyn parents never
thought of operating without a license.
Back then, that is.

Finally, the parents found a funeral
home that was up for sale. A fully
renovated, fully air-conditioned brown-

stone with three usable floors and an
apartment, it was the perfect building.
When the local bank was reluctant to
give them the mortgage they needed,
they polled their membership and found
out that as a group they held 40 mort-
gages and over $100,000 in savings in
the one bank. After they threatened to
close out all the savings accounts, the
bank came through with the mortgage.

Last September the school opened at
its new site with 96 children. Their first
visitors were the Buildings Department
and the Fire Department. The main
problem, it seemed, was a certificate of
occupancy. The group didn't have one
and "the stipulations for getting one
were fantastic," says Ruth Allen, one
of the founding parents. A short time
later two fire trucks, two deputy cars
and dozens of firemen roared up one
day at lunchtime. "They said, 'Here is
your order to vacate forthwith,'" re-
calls Mrs. Allen. " 'You have ten min-
utes to vacate.' We called our attorney
and he said 'Don't move, negotiate
with them for an eight-hour stay.' He
found out that there was no penalty for
violating an order to vacate. We called
up all the parents and said, 'We're stay-
ing on in violation.' At about the same
time a group in Bed-Stuy was ordered
to vacate. They did and have been
locked out of their building ever since.
"We have appeared in court eight

times. The Fire Department says the
doors have to open out; the Buildings
Department says the doors have to open
in. We are supposed to get a fire alarm
system and we discovered that there is
only one organization in the city whose
systems are approved. It costs $3,000
to have the system installed and $30 a
month rent from then on. You never
own it. We negotiated with the Fire
Department not to use the third floor
until we put in fire stairs. They will
not give us specifications for the kind
of fire stairs we are required to have."

Park Slope never wanted to be "just
a middle-class nursery in a brownstone"
and therefore started the school with
ten students (out of 34) on scholar-
ship. After buying the new building,
the school found it could no longer af-
ford the scholarships. (The school
charges $550 a year for a half-day and
$950 for a full day.) After hearing that
a new day care center was to be built
in the area, the parents wrote to the
Division of Day Care proposing that
the school's children be integrated into
the day care facility or that the two fa-
cilities be maintained but with a 50-50
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mix. "We felt that the worst thing that
could happen to Park Slope would be
to have middle-class ehildien going to
a nursery school 9n Seventh Avenue
and poor children from the same neigh-
borhood going to a day, care center be-
tween Fifth and Sixth Avenues," says
Ruth Allen. 'Me parents waited two
months for an answer to their letter. In
the meantime they heard about the
Committee for Community-Controlled
Day Care and decided to join it.

If these were the problems of mid-
dle-class parents "with good connec-
tions" in dealing with the city, those of
poor people were unimaginably worse.
Day care administration in the city
has long existed in a state of total con-
fusion because of the multiplicity of
agencies involved in it. For any day
care cepter to operate it had to be in-
spected and approved by at least five
different agencies: the Department of
Health Day Care Division, the Depart-
ment of Health Sanitation Division, the
Buildings Department, the Fire Depart-
ment and the Department of Social Ser-
vices, all of which would show up at
different times. Even when a group was
operating in a facility that highly cau-
tious parents like those in Park Slope
were convinced was safe for their chil-
dren, the various agencies were more
than likely to disagree.

The Committee for Community-Con-
trolled Day Care held its first demon-
stration in the office of Jule Sugarman,
Human Rights Administrator, on No-
vember 5. Although the city had allo-
cated funds for day care and the city is
reimbursed for 75 per cent of the cost
by the federal government and 12.5
per cent by the state, none of the ghetto
groups which had formed the commit-
tee had been funded. The demonstra-
tion resulted in seven groups being
funded, among them the Discovery
Room, which alone brought 57 parents,
teachers and children to the demonstra-
tion. It also resulted in two policy de-
cisions of more general and continuing
importance: the decision to institute
team inspection and interim funding.
Inspections by all the various agencies
were to be coordinated on one day and
centers were to be given funding to
enable them to meet the various re-
quirements (some of which would be
temporarily waived) so that they could
qualify for licensing and continuing
funding. Finally, the demonstrations
also established communication be-
tween the city and the committee.

About a month later, the group held
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a second demonstration. "It was a fol-
low-through to let them know we were
not talking about eight groups or nine
groups but that we were talking about
New York City being able to establish
day care centers to fill the great need
that is there," says Esther Smith, Jiair-
man of the committee. The second time
around, additional groups, including the
Vest X'illage Co-op, were funded. Eight
parents from Park Slope Community
School, vt, ho had learned that the city
had something on the books called
"purchase of services" which would
enable them to receive city money for
any low-income children they took into
their school, were among those present
at that demonstration. The city was
unprepared for Park Slope's unprece-
dented request, but the group, in its
new-found militancy, refused to leave—
and the rest of the committee supported
it —until they had a letter promising
them funding and a meeting with the

Department of Social Services' fiscal

officer Then after the demonstration,

the Park Slope group cleaned up the

mess the sit-in had created in Sugar'

man's olliye. Unfortunately, the city

hasn't been similarly considerate; Park

Slope has not yet been funded.

The day care movement is in its in-

fancy, and the work done by the Com-

mittee for Community Control and

many women's liberation groups repre-

sents the lust staggering steps toward

a new kind of child care tv hich seems

to be developing in the direction of

economically and racially heterogene-

ous groups controlled by parents and

assisted by public funding.
The mov ement has far to go: day

care proponents would eventually like

to see centers on every collier and the

proliferation of various kintls of day

care: 24-hour day care, weekend day

care, vacation programs, after-school
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programs, and infant day care. Su far,
only kolatt:d models of th,se variations
exist. 'I he women's liberation move-
ment is additionally concerned with
combating sexism and role indoctrina-
tion in its centers and involving men in
child care. Shifting the burden from
the individual mother to a group of
mothers is not as good as having men
share the responsibility.

Front whatever quarter and point of
view, the same message seems to be
coming through: people no longer want
to raise their children alone,in the iso-
lation of the nuclear family. If the
thinking of the flourishing psychothera-
peutic profession has any validity at all,
one conclusion is inescapable: our par-
ents messed us tip. Thoughful people
art. now saving they don't want to he
on the other end of the destruction. For
many parents and children, the new no-
tion of day care promises a solution.
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Mr. BELL. I am wondering, for the sake of time, if the remaining
witnesses could summarize your statements, and we will put the bull
statements in the record. Inas would be heiptul because we do have
another panel that has to come oetore us. 'lune is running snort.
Ms. Burris, it you could summarize.
Ms. 13umus. leme.
1 am Carol Burris. I am President of the Women's Lobby.
I think there are three things that my statement really touches on:

The first is the whole question of why it is that we have a large number
of households headed by women, a large number of women in the work
force that are completely ignored.
This bill was passed, first, in 1911, and it was vetoed. These children

are still with us and they are still not getting any care.
We are sitting here once again, all ot us who agree on the need and

all of us who agree that there is a need and we agree there ought to be
funding. We are all sitting down once again and I notice that none of
the people who disagree with us are here.
We are all discussing, once again, this problem.
In the meantime, as the mother of a child who was a preschooler

when this bill first passed, 1 am now the mother of a second grader.
If we keep on at this pace, I am going to be the grandmother of
somebody who needs child care.
Second: We have a continual problem with HEW about imple-

menting this bill. A lot of the opposition comes from there.
Frankly, if the Secretary of HEW were a woman and she were to

announce that she could not do her job, and then expect that there
was a good and sufficient reason to not take care of the children who
need day care, like any woman who goes around and announces she
cannot do her job she would be fired.
I think it is a poor excuse that the Secretary of HEW feels that

he should be able to come before this committee and continuously an-
nounce that he is unable to administer a program to take care of
children, and then feel that is good and sufficient reason not to enact
one.

It is probably good and sufficient reason to change Secretaries.
The third thing that concerns me is the distribution of resources

for children. When the Vice President's hearings on his nominations
were held, I notice that no one said to you, "Do you feel really and
truly deprived because, as a child, you had care by people other than
your parents?"
That did not become an issue. There were a lot of issues in Rocke-

feller's nomination. That was not one. That is true of all people who
are well off enough to be able to afford individual in-home personal
care for their children.
My mother worked all of her life. Never, never was the problem

ever raised that any of us were turning out to be disturbed monsters
because we had household help.
I think it is interesting when the middle-class children, particularly

working class children, where both parents have to work, when any
attempt is made to give them any sort of assistance with the tax dollars
that they pay—and they are the tax base in this country—then immedi-
ately we are all worrying about how these children are going to be
traumatized. If it is good enough for Nelson Rockefeller, I am sure
it is good enough for the rest of us.
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The other thing that is really important in discussing child care
is the whole question of why this problem can continually be put
underneath.
Why those of us who are middle income parents are sort of left alone.

I think when there are no services which is the current case there is
no way to buy the kind of services that are available for 

case,

daughter or my son, because they just do not exist.
My son is in a school program with 15 other 

children, 
and the

competition to get into these programs is far greater than it will ever
be to get them into Harvard or Yale, because they have about a thou-
sand spaces for their freshman class, not 15 spaces.
You cannot tell me that the poor people need spaces more than any-

body else does, because there are just no spaces that exist.
So the need is equally great for all of us, because we just do not have

any commitment publicly to take care of our children.
I think that we have to really say that there just is a tremendous

need to increase the funding in this bill to not have 1-year planning
session but to move immediately into the bill and really do with fund-
ing wilt is realistic. That is when this bill was vetoed in 1971, 4 years
have passed, the inflation rate has been extraordinarily high, and we
cannot now cut back because of the veto message of a President who
has left the White House our demands for the children who we know
that are out there.
If we do, I think as somebody who works on women's rights, I have

to say, I think it can only exist because the Congress of the United
States think that women take care of children, that is a free service,
and there is no point in replacing a free service with one costing
money. It is really exploiting women as well as exploiting the children.
Mr. BELL. Thank you, Ms. Burris.
You believe that there should be no problem regarding the budget,

that this program should get top priority, and it does not make any
difference whether you are poor or near poor?
Nobody should get priority. Everyone should have these services, is

that correct?
Ms. BURRIS. Yes, I think just like the kind of problems that I work

on as a lobbyist, there is no question in my mind that we cut out other
sorts of problems.
If you look at early and periodic screening and detection programs,

Congressman Metcalfe asked GAO to study that program. Less than 3
percent of screening and innoculation because HEW has never imple-
mented the program.
If we took the money that is supposed to be going to Southeast Asia,

we could treat every child in Illinois under this program, every child.
And there is no reason, it seems to me, that we have any commitment

doing something else with that money when we cannot take care of
our own children.
Mr. BELL. Of course, you and I do not set the budget for the Nation.

There are constraints and limits on the budget.
.Under such circumstances, you have to establish prioritie,s.
What do you believe would be a proper amount that a mother

should have to pay if she was able to pay?
In other words, you obviously know the poor are not going to able

to pay. The near poor probably are not either. But there are going to
be some—the middle class—that might have to pay.
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What do you think would be the proper amount ?
Ms. BURRIS. If you look at our constituency as people involved in

women's rights, the median income for women is literally half what
it is for men. The median income for women is around $5,000. For
white men it is around $10,000. For black men it is around $8,000.
Anyone of us, by finding a man, a live man walking around, doubles

our income.
I had a list, and you can see how many female headed households

live in poverty. If you are talking about our constituency, those of us
at this table, if you take the social service, title XX guidelines, there is
no question in my mind that all working women, with the exception
of maybe 1 or 2 percent at the very top, are going to easily be able to
qualify for free care.
Then the question of deciding which woman is going to get it is one

that I do not see I have to make. I just think that it is my responsibility
to tell this committee of the need.
Mr. BELL. Of course, these are the questions that come right back to

us, and we are going to have to make the decisions.
There is just so much money to go around.
Ms. BURRIS. I think I would put the top 10 in whatever title XX is.Mr. BELL. I did not hear you.
Ms. BURRIS. The title XX guidelines of 115 percent of need at thetop. That comes out to about $15,000 in New York City. That is well

over what any woman on the average is going to make.
Those would fit within/our guidelines of having to explain the

need and have as the first set of need those women who are heads of
households.
I think from there you need some sort of sliding scale that in the

end does not really have a tremendous burden on those families where
two people work, if they work at middle-class jobs, the people that
Audrey said are those people that work out of choice.
There the problem is that we do not have a tax credit or easy accessto tax deductions that are available for those of us who pay for child

care.
So if it were a credit system, because many more people file short

form than file long form, or if it were a system of credit even for home
care, which it is not now, you would at least be able to give me the kind
of deductions from my business expense, because I cannot be here
today without child care.
You give people who buy business lunches—I really resent paying

for martinis and getting nothing for child care.
I think if you had it as a system without limit, it is now $28,000 as a

limit, if you take the limit off, as you do with other business expenses,
then at least those of us who are middle income are going to be able to
get back the amount of money that we must spend as a business expense
with child care.
Mr. BELL. Thank you, Ms. Burris, for your excellent comments. I

think it is very important that we discuss these points.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Burris follows:]



485

STATEMENT OF CAROL BURRIS, PRESIDENT
WOMEN'S LOBBY, INC.

SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

AND THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH

AND THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, POVERTY, AND MIGRATORY LABOR

UNITED STATES SENATE

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES BILL

MARCH 12, 1975

Chairman Brademas and Chairman Mondale, members of the

subcommittees, I am Carol Burris, President of Women's Lobby,

Inc. The Lobby is a national organization with affiliates in

forty states. We work solely on legislation pertaining to

women. It is a privilege to appear before you today.

We are here today on behalf of all the millions of

women who can't find suitable child care. We feel that all

women are entitled to sound, flexible programs available to

them and their children. Economic necessity is a fact of

life for all women, but those women in better circumstances

financially are no better off than their poor sisters because

no amount of money can buy what does not exist. And really

good day care - because all around child care is in the

future - is so scarce that the pressure on three and four

year olds is greater than on Harvard freshmen because Har
vard

has many more than the fifteen to fifty spaces.

Perhaps we should talk about the need: Between 1969 and

1972, the number of households headed by women increased by

605'! There is a 14% increase in the number of women working

who have children under the age of six - in just the 
last

three years. 54% of all women workers have children between
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the ages of 6 and 16. Two thirds of the women in the work

force are single, separated, divorced, widowed, or have

husbands who earn less than $7,000 a year.

If you're a child in a female headed household, your

mother only earns 4:=7 of the median income of families with

two parents and her income declined between 1969 and 1972.

70 of all black families and 60% of all white families

that receive food stamps are headed by women.

11% of all families, but

42% of all poverty level families...

34% of all black families, but

65% of all poor black families...

24% of all Puerto Rican families, but

435 of all poor Puerto Rican families.

9.5 of all Chicano families, but

45-, of all poor Chicana families are headed by women.
In San Antonio, Texas, a study at Our Lady of the Lake

College showed that 50% of all the spanish speaking childreli
died before their first birthday. The EPSDT program for
Medicaid eligible children should provide innoculations and
screening. Congressman Metcalfe (D, Ill.) discovered from
a G.A.O. study that less than of the ten million eligible
children have been served.

Our infant and maternal mortality rates are a disgrace.

The only decline in recent years have been with an increase
in abortion rates for teenage mothers and older women. Yet
the staunchest opponents of legalized abortion have not
supported this legislation nor have they supported the I..ondale
bill to end child abuse. There is something truly evil about
this kind of contrast. Are we only willing to feed and care
for children before birth?

Let me add some information about the 9.75 of women who
are unemployed. Certainly they need and deserve the attention
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of this Congress. But I refuse to believe that 100 men in

the Senate and 417 men in the House cannot cope with more

than one national problem at a time. It is demeaning to all

women to hear the shrewd analysis that claims that this bil
l

can go nowhere because we want those women to stay on welfare

and not get jobs because there now are no jobs. If we had

no more committment to child care than to force women into

the work force, we certainly cannot cope with this problem.

We want to commend both of you for your farsightedness

and tenacity in working on this problem for the last five years.

It is a real pleasure to see the sex discrimination amendme
nts

in the bill. Although the ratio of spaces is highly tilted

toward services to the poor, if the income figures from you
r

social services legislation is used, you will cover almost

all the women in the work force.

The funding levels in the bill seem very low. When the

appropriations process is finished, the average author
ization

is cut by 40%. Because of resistance to new programs, this

bill might be cut more severly. Tactically, I would like to

urge a larger authorization because I am sure that eve
ryone

sacrifices for their children. A tax sacrifice that you can

use, especially for your children, is not irksome. But a tax

sacrifice that you don't see or use is a burden when 
you have

the same problem in lack of care.

If the five years we have all waited for child care, 
HEW

has shown itself no more ready to move or be prepared.
 They

announce that they cannot do their job and are smug. 
No women

would do that without facing unemployment. It is time to move

without them. Thank you,

## #
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Mr. BELL. Ms. Fraser, would you like to go next, and could you sum-
marize, if possible?
Ms. FRASER. Yes. In fact, I will not even summarize, I will just sub-

mit my statement and go to this question of cost.
Mr. BELL. Your prepared statement will be printed in the record at

the conclusion of testimony of the panel.
Ms. FRASER. This is a good bill, I think, because it includes lots of

child care services that are needed for children, whether they are in day
care institutions or whether they are cared for at home by their
mothers.
The problem we get into is that we almost pat ourselves on the back

as middle-class parents about how much it costs to raise a child. We
say, look, we put out this much money to raise a child.
On the other hand, if we do it publicly and put it under the guise of

day care or child care, we think the cost is outrageous.
Somehow, we have got to get our philosophies together.
It seems to me if we talk about social services for all children as day

care, day care is going to be equated with something way too expensive
and never pass.
On the other hand, if we tell the public that we are providing not

only day care for those children who need it, but social services, health
care, medical care, and so on, for all children, we are ultimately sav-
ing the taxpayers dollars.
Though it may look expensive now, we are taking care of children,

and I think we ought to look at this bill as a child care bill, not. as
something that just helps mothers.
It has always seemed to me that most children have two parents, one

male and one female. And that the whole burden of the care of the
child should not be just on the female. This is looked at as a women's
bill. This is a children's bill.
Mr. BELL. Thank you. Ms. Fraser. I want to commend you also for

your very cogent remarks.
It is a great pleasure to have the wife of Congressman Fraser before

the committee.
Ms. FRASER. And a mother of a number of children. I consider my-

self a day care worker.
Mr. BELL. I find your husband a most able legislator.
Ms. FRASER. Thank you.
Mr. BELL. Ms. Hill.
Ms. HILL. As a representative of Federally Employed Women, Inc.,

known more generally by its acronym, FEW, I want to express our
concern for the need for clear authorization for child care for Federal
employees.
Current surveys by unions, women's programs, and Federal agencies

indicate available child care arrangements are not easily accessible or
affordable.
Inadequate child care results in either time away from the office or

distraction at work. Also to be considered are the large number of
highly skilled women whose services are not available to the Govern-
ment because of inadequate or unavailable child care. These factors
should make child care a matter of major concern to the Federal Gov-
ernment as an employer.
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OMB contends "it would be inequitable to consider child care as a
fringe benefit" and "taxpayers should not be asked to subsidize such
general special benefits for a few privileged Federal employees."
However, other benefits are provided in Federal facilities which are

not wholly equitable. These include, for example, parking facilities
and credit unions located in or on Federal space. Federal credit unions
pay for operating costs to maintain space and services in Federal facil-
ities, but do not pay any rent per se. Parking is, in effect, a subsidy to
selected employees. Access to free or below commercial rate parking
is openly inequitable in its availability. Special facilities are also
granted to handicapped workers and top level administrators to meet
their special needs.
Moreover, we now accept the concept of employer-employee partner-

ships for retirement, health benefits and similar programs. While em-
ployer involvement in child care as a fringe benefit may be a new idea,
it appears to be a similarly reasonable one.

Federal participation in child care will cost money. However, it is
not necessary to assume that if the Government takes a step forward,
it will immediately undertake full subsidization, or that it may sponsor
only blue ribbon programs.
It has not done so in the case of either retirement or health benefits.

Both are costly programs and both are related to exigencies which
most, but not all, people face in a lifetime. The need for child care
services is in a similar category.
While it is most desirable that OMB relax its position toward

federally sponsored child care programs in order to serve Federal
employee needs, it is also important that the Federal Government
consider its role as a model employer for business and industry. This
is especially so since it encourages private industry to develop suppor-
tive programs to meet equal opportunity and child development goals.
With private industry beginning to move ahead in the area of day

care as an employee benefit, it would be unfortunate if the Federal
Government, in its employer role, were to bring up the rear rather
than to participate with industry in this new venture.
The availability of training is another area in which the Federal

Government discriminates against the parent with child care
responsibilities.

Several training sites for mid-level training, for example, do not
provide child care or do not permit child care on their facilities.
One working mother, who was selected for training at Airlie House
near Warrenton, Va., offered to bring a babysitter and pay for room-
ing arrangements for the children and the babysitter. She was told
she could not do so.
FEW believes that many other highly skilled women and men are

kept in positions below their skills and abilities due to inadequate
or unavailable child care.
Many persons working for the Federal Government are responsible

for the sole support of one or more children. In the Washington. D.C.,
area, for example, there are one-third of a million single parents.
Most of these single parents are employed by the Federal Government.
Most parents paying child support default within 1 year. A

recent Wisconsin study found there was full compliance in only 38
percent of the cases after 1 year; partial compliance in 20 percent,
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and no compliance in 42 percent. Only 19 percent of nonpaying
parents had any legal action taken against them.
FEW has no reason to assume Federal employee's experience in

pursuing defaulting spouses with regard to child support will differ
trom their Wisconsin sisters.
Most parents cannot pursue any legal method of obtaining funds

from a defaulting spouse due to the high costs of legal fees. For
example, a full-time female Federal employee who was earning over
$18,000 a year was told by a lawyer her case would not be accepted
unless a lien was placed against her house or the total legal fees pre-
paid. This is not an uncommon practice.
Imagine the fate of other federally employed women—nearly three-

quarters of whom occupy position in "general schedule" grade 1
through 6, with a top salary of $10,000.
FEW recommends Congress pass legislation authorizing and appro-

priating funds which would be available for child care for both
Federal and private sector employees.
Mr. BELL. Thank you, Ms. Hill. Your prepared statement will be

included in the record at the conclusion of testimony by this panel.
What programs are currently available for Federal employees?
Ms. HILL. I would like to introduce Julie Kisielewski. She is a col-

league of mine. I would like to have her answer that question.
Ms. KISIELEWSKI. There have been programs in most major agencies.

These were demonstration projects but most of them have folded
because Government support was withdrawn when demonstration.
money was withdrawn.
Currently HEW, HUD and a few other major agencies still have

projects but they are very shaky. The cost is prohibitive to most
parents, and many parents are forced to drop out as the fees are raised.
Mr. BELL. Do you know what the costs are?
Ms. KISIELEWSKI. The cost for most child care for Federal employees

is $3.0 a week, and it may go up to as high as $50 per child.
Mr. BELL. What services are available in these programs?
Ms. KISIELEWSKI. It is more than custodial care in those cases.

However, there is a high number of children per teacher, and the
facilities are not always adequate. It is really a makeshift program
in most agencies.
Mr. BELL. I have about three other questions I would like to ask you,

Ms. Hill.
Is the income tax deduction enough of a subsidy for child care?
Ms. HILL. No. It is the only business related deduction for which

there is income limitation and maximum deduction.
For instance, the income limitation for full deduction is $18,000, and

over  $18,000 it is reduced by $1 for every $2 of income.
What this means is that this limitation is really unreasonable or

impractical for senior level employees. For example, Julie paid $8,500
last year for child care, but was only able to get a tax deduction for
$1,900.
Mr. BELL. Will the passage of Public Law 93-647, which allows

garnishment of Federal employees' salary for nonpayment of child
support, relieve single parents?
Ms. HILL. I would like to refer again to the Wisconsin study which

shows that 62 percent of parents are not complying after 1 year,
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and only 19 percent had legal action taken against them. FEW has no
reason to believe nonpaying Federal parents would be pursued in the
courts any more frequently.

Moreover, I really do not think the Federal Government would in-
tervene right away even if legal action were brought against delinquent
parents so this would mean that there could be several months of
delay.
Then, too, there would be a lengthy processing time to issue the first

check, so the family will have suffered with nonpayment of the child
support payments for several months, perhaps as long as a year or
over.
Mr. BELL. What special problems in the area of child care do Federal

employees have?
Ms. HILL. For example, there is really no clear authorization for

Federal support of child care programs on federally owned or federally
leased space.

Also, Federal employees have special problems in their early or late
starting times. Most day care centers operate on the hours of 7 to 6,
which are basically conventional working hours. Many Federal em-
ployees must arrive at their job at 7 o'clock in the morning. Therefore,
they have this gap. What do they do with the child for the half hour
or more that it takes them to get to their job?
At night, the problem is many Federal employees get off at 5:30,

and in any large metropolitan area it is nearly impossible to get to the
child care center within a half hour.
Another problem is that most people think of child care in terms of

children, age 2 to 5. There is a problem of infant care. Then there is
also the problem which the Office of Child Development has pointed
out is a most severe or critical problem that is: after school child care.
Another child care problem area for Federal employees is training.

The problem of training, which we have already mentioned, is that
many of the sites for training are out of the city where the Federal
employee works, and there is no available child care in this situation.
Mr. BELL. Ms. Kisielewski, you said you paid $8,500 for child care

services, but you were only able to deduct $1,900.
Would you explain these figures?
Ms. KISIELEWSKI. There is a $400 monthly limitation on the amount

you can deduct. If your income is between $18,000 and $27,000, you
lose $1 for every $2 that you are over $18,000.
Mr. BELL. Ms. Plaskett, you say on page 2 of your statement that

such programs should be open to all children regardless of the financial
standing of parents.
Do you feel that with the strictures on the budget that these pro-

grams should be open to all parents?
You agree with Ms. Burns?
Ms. PLASKETT. Absolutely.
Our public schools are open to all children, and I feel that early

childhood development must be open and available to all children.
I think that the statement that follows it clarifies one of the reasons

I said that. Head Start operates in a ghetto and it is keeping poor
children together and giving them very limited kinds of educational
opportunities.
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I would much rather see children of all economic backgrounds in the
same classroom getting the same benefits that an early childhood edu-
cation offers.

This is not to say that the National Organization for Women sup-
ports the prime sponsors delegated to the public school system, but
rather that there be a variety of local options.
Mr. BELL. Thank you, Ms. Plaskett, and thank you very much,

panel. It is a pleasure to have you before the committee.
At this time I wish to note that Congressman Jim Jeffords from

Vermont has joined us.
Mr. JEFFORDS. It is good to be here.
Mr. BELL. I ask unanimous consent that the testimony of the Na-

tional Federation of Business and Professional Women's Clubs, Inc.,
be inserted at this point in the record when it arrives. Unfortunately,
this organization was unable to, due to other commitments have a rep-
resentative appear on this panel, but they did request the opportunity
to submit testimony to us for inclusion in the record.
[The prepared statement of the National Federation of Business and

Professional Women's Clubs, Inc., Ms. Fraser, and the Federally
Employed Women, Inc., follows:]
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The National Federation of Business and Professional Women's Clubs, Inc., is

pleased to add its support to the growing number of individuals and organizations

which are urging prompt passage of child and family services legislation.

Our organization, composed of 170,000 working women in all of the 50 states,

the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, officially recognized

the need for child care services in 1970, when this subject was added as an item

on our National Legislative Platform.

It is precisely because all of our members are working women, many of them

with young children, that we are well aware of the problems caused by the lack of

adequate day care facilities.

The need for child care has never been greater, but this need has been largely

ignored, in part because of the erroneous belief that child care would benefit only

a small number of individuals. Nothing could be further from the truth.

One out of every three mothers with children under the age of six is now em-

ployed. There are six million preschool children of working mothers, but only

about one million licensed day care spaces available.

The number of mothers entering the job market is increasing, rather than

decreasing. And most of these mothers, like other women, work for compel-

ling financial reasons. Often they are the sole support of their families. Many

times the working mother's paycheck makes the difference between living at a sub-

sistence level and living decently.

Consider, too, the plight of the mother on welfare who is willing and able to

work but who, if she is lucky enough to find adequate care for her children, is

- 1 -
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unable to pay for it and still feed and clothe herself and her family. She has no

choice but to stay home and accept welfare checks. The result is a loss to
 her

dignity and a strain on family relationships.

Men, too, would benefit greatly from .the availability of child care services.

A young widower with children faces not only the loss of his wife and the mothe
r

of his children, but also the financial and emotional burdens of being both fathe
r

and mother.

Increasingly, fathers are seeking and gaining custody of their children in

divorce proceedings. They also have the problem of caring for their families

while holding down full-time jobs.

In addition to the problems encountered by these men, the rising cost of living

places enormous pressures on working fathers whose families are intact. Their

wives might be quite willing to help out financially through part-time or full-ti
me

jobs if they could be assured that their children were being cared for prope
rly

at a cost which would make this employment meaningful.

But above all, let us not forget the children. Opponents of child care legisla-

tion contend that children should be cared for by the family, that day care will

destroy the family. But what about those children -- and there are many of them --

who have only one parent, and that parent must work to provide support?

What is the effect of family tension on a child whose mother and father work

because they must, but who worry because their child is not receiving adeq
uate

care?

What about the thousands of "latch key" children? Or the children who spen
d

their days before television sets because their parents cannot afford -- or f
ind --

proper care?

- 2 -
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What kinds of strains are placed on a child whose mother needs and wants to

work in order to maintain her sense of dignity, but who cannot because of the cost

or unavailability of child care? Should these children and their families be deprived

of adequate child and family services which they can afford? We think not.

Thus, we are glad to see once again efforts being made by Congress to devel-

op and pass child and family services legislation. We sincerely hope that action

in the 94th Congress will be swift. We note with regret that those preschool chil-

dren who could have been helped by earlier proposed legislation are now in school,

and more children - and parents - who need these services have taken their places.

While we will not attempt to discuss in any detail the pending Child and Family

Services Act of 1975, we would like to make some comments on the legislation

generally.

We are particularly pleased to see emphasized in both S. 626 and H. R. 2966

the beliefs that "the family is the primary and the most fundamental influence on

children" and that "child and family service programs must build upon and strength-

en the role of the family." We are concerned about the pressures of today's world

on the family, and feel strongly that families need and welcome such support.

We highly approve of those provisions which call for strong parental involve-

ment in the planning and operation of programs and services. While we in no way

want to downgrade the value and importance of professional advice and participation

in this area, we do believe that parents want - and need - to be as closely involved

as possible with those services which will directly affect the lives and development

of their own children.

- 3 -
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The fact that the legislation calls for a wide range of quality services
 and pro-

grams is also of particular importance, in our opinion. The differen
ces in commun-

ity needs and resources, and the various needs and desires of fami
lies within those

communities, require such a variety of programs and options. We be
lieve families

should have a choice.

Great stress should be placed on the quality of services. This quality should

be high, whether the services are available free of charge to those wh
o cannot pay,

or on a sliding scale basis to those families which can make some 
financial contri-

bution.

Finally, we would like to address the concerns of those who cont
end that feder-

ally supported child and family services will mean federal contr
ol and "brainwash-

ing" of children, This is simply not the case.

As we mentioned before, the pending legislation makes clear 
that parents will

be closely involved in determining the policies and practices of 
child care programs

to ensure that their own children's best interests are being met.

We must emphasize that participation in any of the child and f
amily service

programs envisioned by S. 626 and H. R. 2966 is strictly volu
ntary. No one is

required to use these services, No parents will be forced to
 enroll their children

in any program or activity.

For those who want and need such services, however, it is 
important that they

be available. We were particularly distressed by the "Fam
ilies Don't Want Fed-

eral Day Care" buttons we have seen in the audience at 
hearings. Maybe some

families don't. But should they deprive those who do? It has been amply 
docu-

- 4 -
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mented through extensive testimony over recent years that many, many families

not only want but desperately need child and family services.

We believe that the time is long past for our government to make a significant

contribution toward filling this need. Passage of child and family services legis-

lation should be a "must" item on the agenda for Congress in 1975.

Such legislation must be adequately funded, and consideration should be given

to using first-year funds not only for planning, training, and technical assistance,

but also to support those existing programs which meet the standards and are in

financial difficulties.

We thank you for this opportunity to present our comments on the Child and

Family Services Act of 1975. We urge that Congress give it immediate attention,

keeping in mind these words of Urie Bronfenbrenner:

"The worth of a nation may be measured by the concern of one generation for

the next."

# # # # # # # # #
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TESTIMONY OF ARVONNE S. FRASER, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRPERSON AND FORMER
PRESIDENT, WOMEN'S EQUITY ACTION LEAGUE (WEAL), before the joint
hearing of the Senate Subcommittees on Children and Youth, and on
Employment, Poverty and Migratory Labor and the House Select Sub-
committee on Education, Wednesday, March 12, 1975, on the Child and
Family Services bills, S.626 and H.R. 2966.

Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity to testify befcre

the committee in support of this excellent Child and Family Services

bill. The need for expanded day care facilities is well documented

and well known. Our organization, WEAL, is pleased to join with the

other women's organizations here this morning testifying in favor of

good day care for children. (WEAL's main concern is with education

as well as the legal and economic rights of women.

As background, I would like to refer to the book Children and

Decent People edited by Alvin L. Schorr. The last selection in the

bock, by Schorr himself, is a chapter entitled "Poor Care for Poor

Children -- What Way Out?" He describes the current situation:

"Organized programs for children turn out, when examined,
to be programs for the poor, for blacks, and for the
otherwise disadvantaged...

"Most day care is custodial in nature, despite all the
talk about quality...

"The marginally poor, if they use day care, pay for it
in proprietary centers. Children of the middle classes
use none of these systems. Almost all use some form of
care, but they rely on unpaid or paid help in or near
the home...

"...a system that is limited to poor children can deal
with some unspecified portion of the need without
greatly troubling the nation. That may be its function.
If the welfare of all of our children or of the children
of influential parents were at stake, provision would
respond more sensitively to need."
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Testimony on day care -- Page 2

Sehozt's thesis is that we all have a responsibility to the

children of this nation and the more universal the system we devise,

the better the service to chilren.

I want to say that I am no stranger to day care. I've done it

at home for nothing for years -- and I look on it as work. Half of

our children -- my husband's and mine -- attended some form of pub-

lic day care part time. The first two were in a cooperative nursery

school in what was called a settlement house in Minneapolis, Minnesota

in the 1950's. Our last child integrated a church basement day care

center in Southwest Washington for two years before she went to

kindergarten. Society thinks that middle-class children get day care

free -- from their mothers who work for love, not money. The only

problem is that not every family can finance that kind of day care.

Also, fewer women are willing to contribute that kind of day care to

society because society will not give it any significant reward.

WEAL believes that day care is a children's problem and not

solely a woman's problem. Therefore, we are concerned with the

other elements in this bill as well as simple day care.

The first five years of children's lives are most critical.

During this time their brains gain 90% of their weight and they learn

a sense of self-respect, self-motivation, and how to relate to others.

Studies have shown that how well children do in school depends largel3

on their early environment. With 5.9 million children under the age

of 6 having mothers working outside the home, society can no longer

neglect this critical period in child development. We can no longer

disregard the need for governmcni: action in this area.
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Testirery on day care -- Page 3

Wa mu:et be concerned about nen, Children who are in-

adequately fed canex:t learn effectively. WEAL is pleased that this

bill, like the Head Start program and the school lunch pregraT, does

eental,n provisions to insure that children attending day care

centers woul4 be fed adequately.

We are pleaced also that the bill provides for regular medical

testLig altd preventive health care. We must soot early signs of

learning disabilities, physical handicaps, emotional problems and

all other difficulties that often become appa:rent only when a child

Is watched:supervised, and checked. Poor coordination, hyper

activity, speech defects, listlessness, slowness to learn or react

-- all these are relative aspects of behavior that become only

apparent under careful observation. Day care personnel must be

trained to watch for any handicaps or defects and must know when to

call in other trained help and whom to call.

The b11 also provides for dental care for children. This is

important since many young children never receive dental care at alL

TheSr families may neglect dental care because of lack ol tine or

becaue of the belief that "baby teeth" will fall out anyway and

are therefore unimportant. This misconception causes many problems

for children later, affecting their dental health, their eating

habits and their looks.
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Testimony on day care -- Page 4

Other provisions of the bill, ranging from education to social

services, are important. And we are pleased that family day care is

included in this bill. The intimacy of family day care in many

situations is preferaLle, especially for infants. And we do not

think that this is profit-making day care. It is performance of a

vital social service.

The needs I have outlined are not confined to pre-schoolers.

Unfortunately, our schools seem to think all children have mothers

at home. No one worries about kids after school, during school

vacations or summer holidays. Some children need places to go

before school if their parents go to work early. Some need places

for recreation or study after school or during vacations. Sometimes

weekend supervision is needed.

More and more parents are working outside the home. More

neighborhoods are left without many adults around and therefore no

baby sitting. We need more facilities, and a -variety of facilities

for child care. We don't want big institutions that are mere dump-

ing grounds or parking lots for kids. We ,,,,aat facilities with strong

health, social service, recreational and educational programs over

which parents can have some kind of contrd. And we don't want

children priced out of good care.
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Child care is usually viewed as a "women's issue" and, indeed,

it is a central factor in the liberation of any working mother --

whs.ther she works inside or outside the home. However, we testify

for this bill not only beeause we are looking for liberation but

also becaufle we ca-re about children -- all children.

Let Us prove Professor Schorr wrong in the future. Let's

not judge the care we give children by the financial circumstances

of their parents. Let's give all kids the kind of care they need

and the kind of care we would want for every child. And let's do

it soon.

Thank you.

57-649 0- 76 - pt. 3 - 5
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Testimony Prepared by Federally Employed 4omen, Trc.
for Senate Subcommittee on Youth and Children and House of
Representatives Select Committee on Education, ::.arch 11, 1975

As a representative of Federally Employed 4omen, Inc.,
known more generally by its acronym, FEW, I am going to express
the need for more and better child care for employees in the
Federal sector.

Current surveys by unions, women's programs and federal
agencies indicate available child care arrangements are not
easily accessible or affordable. Inadequate child care results
in either time away from the office or distraction at work.
Also to be considered are the large numbers of highly skilled
women whose services are not available to the government
because of inadequate or unavailable child care. These factors
should make child care a matter of major concern to the federal
government as an employer.

The Civil ervice Commission, in Federal Personnel
iianagement Bulletin ho. 713-22, suggests that equal opportunity
plans show "sensitivity to accommodate to special needs of
women employees and applicants, e.g., day care centers, part-
time employment." This policy is similar to official federal
guidelines affecting private sector employees. In Chapter 41,
Code of Federal Regulations, 60-2.25 (h), Revised Order No. 4,
the federal contractor is guided 'to encourage child care . . .
appropriately designed to improve employment opportunities for
minorities and women." While there are some indirect things
federal managers can do to cooperate with employees and
employee organizations regarding day care, Olv.B's position
effectively bars them from providing line item budgetary support
to child care programs. The current federal policy also means
that employee organizations and unions with an interest in
child care services cannot enter into any meaningful discussion
with management in regard to child care as an employee benefit.

In other words the Executive Branch cannot follow through on
what it encourages in the private sector. Who can wonder when
a private employer asks 'Does the federal government really
mean what it says?'
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0.13 contends "it would be inequitable to consider child
care as a fring benefit" and "taxpayers should not be asked to
subsidize such generous special benefits for a few privileged
Federal employees." However, other benefits are provided in
federal facilities which are not wholly equitable. These
include, for example, parking facilities and credit unions
located in or on federal space. Federal credit unions pay for
operating costs to maintain space and services in federal
facilities, but do not pay rent per se. Parking is, in effect,
a subsidy to selected employees. Access to free or below
commercial rate parking is openly inequitable in its
availability. Special facilities are also granted to handi-
capped workers and tor level administrators to meet their
special needs.

Loreover we now accept the concept of employer-employee
partnerships for retirement, health benefits and similar
programs. Chile employer involvement in child care as a fringe
beneift may be a new idea, it appears to be a similarly
reasonable one.

Federal participation in child care will cost money.
However, it is not necessary to assume that if the government
takes a step forward, it will immediately undertake full
subsidization, or that it may sponsor only blue ribbon programs.
It has not done so in the case of either retirement or health
benefits. I,:oth are costly programs and both are related to
exigencies which most, but not all, people face in a lifetime.
The need for child care services is in a similar category.

While it is most desirable that (1,i8 relax its position
toward federally sponsored child care programs in order to
serve federal employee needs, it is also important that the
federal government consider its role as a model employer for
business and industry. This is especially so since it
encourages private industry to develop supportive programs to
meet equal opportunity and child development goals. 4ith
private industry beginning to move ahead in the area of day
care as an employee benefit, it would be unfortunate if the
federal government, in its employer role, were to bring up the
rear rather than to participate with industry in this new venture.

The availability of training is another area in which
the federal government discriminates against the parent with
child care resnonsibilities. Several training sites for
mid-level trainim-, for example do not.nrovide child care OR
do not pemit chilcl care on their facilities. One wor?ing
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mother, who was selected for training at Airlie House near
Warrenton, Virginia, offered to bring a babysitter and pay
for rooming arrangements for the children and the babysitter.
She was told she could not do so: FEW believes many other
highly skilled women and men are kept in positions below their
skills and abilities due to inadequate or unavailable child
care.

LJany persons working for the federal government are
burdened by the sole support of one or more children. iOSt
parents raying child support default within one year. A
recent Wisconsin study found there was full compliance in only
38 per cent of the cases after one year; partial compliance in
20 per cent and no compliance in 42 per cent. Only 19 per cent
of non-paying parents had any legal action taken against them.
FEW has no reason to addume federal employee's experience in
pursuing defaulting spouses with regard to child support will
differ from their Wisconsin sisters.

Until January 1 of this year it was impossible to attach
a government employee's salary for any reason. With the passage
of Public Law 93-647, government or military wages or social
security beneifts can be attached for child support. Thus
before January 1, persons married to federal employees who
defaulted on child support payments had no legal recourse,

.'lost parents cannot pursue any legal method of obtaining
funds from a defaulting spouse due to the high costs of legal
fees. For example, a full-tiMe female federal employee who was
earning over ci,18,000 a year was told by a lawyer her case would
not be accepted unless a lien was placed against her house or the
total legal fees prepaid. This is not an uncommon practice.
Imagine the fate of other federally employed women—nearly
three quarters of whom occupy positions in "general schedule"
grades 1-6.

Moreover most states require that child support payments
be totally unprovided for several months before the courts will
intervene. Thus if child support checks come sporadically or
if checks in nominal amounts such as 10.00 are cashed by the
parent with the children; good intent is deemed present on the
part of the defaulting parent.

If the concept of child care as a valid area of employer
involvemnt were accepted, there are a variety of options open
for program implementation. If granted autnority to use salary
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and expense funds and discretion as to their use, a federal
manager could work with employees and employee organizations
to survey needs and to develop programs fhat best meet the needs
in a particular agency and geographic area. If an agency decides,
with its employees, that there is a need to establish a child
care program, the program can be designed to meet actual needs,
giving consideration to budgetary constraints and to parents'
ability to pay.

In places where several federal agencies are located near
each other, interagency cooperation may be established to locate
space, provide seed money and partially support a continuing
program for pre-school children. There might be some after- .
school and vacation programs established to meet needs of parents
with school-aged children. Rather than centers serving only
federal employees' children, there might be cooperation with.
community centers through purchase of service or employer
consortium arrangements. Another option is the voucher system
whibh permits parental choice of arrangements best meeting
individual requirements. A further concept, tried by the Illinois
Bell Company, is a referral service to day care services in the
employee's neighborhood where the employer recruits and pays to

train residents who provide care in their homes.

To be realistic, fear of excessive costs is probably the
major hindrance to development of child care programs as an
employee benefit. Arguments about inequity, other priorities,
or who should have the responsibility are probably secondary.
Currently, cost seems to be evaluated almost exclusively from

the standpoint of dollar outflow, rather than as an investment
which offers the possibility of greater employee contribution to

the employer and less drain on the social and economic systems

elsewhere. We need to know more about costs to the society

when injury, illness, and family dependency result because
parents have inadequate access to acceptable child care
arrangements. Under current arrangements, a price is probably

being paid in terms of energy of working parents and social

damage to children and families which we know little about.

Faced with the increasing reality of mothers in the work force,

we can not hide behind the assumption that total responsibility

for child care rests with the parent. Society has a self-interest

in adequate child cares services, just as it has an acceptable

self-interest in education. It is necessary that in

cooperation with federal executives in their employer role,

re-examine the position on this issue. Costs must be evaluated,

not just in terms of dollars but form the standpoint of a
humaA investment with a concomitant return.
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FEd recommends Congress pass legislation authorizing
and appropriating funds which would be available for child
care for both federal and private sector employees.
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Mr. BELL. I now ask the research pariel to come before us: Dr. Susan
Gray, Peabody College, Nashville, Tenn.; Dr. James Gallagher, direc-
tor, Porter Graham Child Development Center, University of North
Carolina; and Ms. Earline Kendall, Nashville, Tenn.
Dr. Gallagher, I want to recognize you as an old friend of the Con-

gress. You have testified many times before us, and we have always
admired your work on aid to the handicapped. You always seem to be
in the forefront fighting to help children in need.
I also want to recognize Dr. Susan Gray and Ms. Erline Kendall

for the excellent work you have done.
Dr. Gray, you are listed first. Please summarize your statement, in the

interest of time.

STATEMENT OF DR. SUSAN W. GRAY, PEABODY COLLEGE, NASH-
VILLE, TENN., ACCOMPANIED BY DR. JAMES J. GALLAGHER, DI-
RECTOR, PORTER GRAHAM CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER,
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA, AND MS. ERLINE KENDALL,
NASHVILLE, TEN11., A PANEL

Dr. GRAY. I will do the best I can.
I am a child psychologist from Peabody College in Nashville, Tenn.

I was pleased to be asked to testify, because the provisions of this bill
lie very close both to my heart, and also to my experience of over 15
years in working with children and parents from low-income homes.
For over the past decade my research and study have been directed

toward improving the education and social development of young
children and their parents, especially those from low-income homes.

Chilren are our future. Yet for low-income parents, the future
promises to be only a recapitulation of the past. I think that is the big-
gest thing that poor people have to bear, seeing the same things happen
to their children that happened to them.
I see this bill as offering promise in interrupting this vicious cycle.
Now, I would like to make just three points about this bill.
So far, most of our witnesses have testified concerning the need for

group day care. It is a tremendous need. I do not deny it. I would like
to talk about some other aspects of it.

First, I would like to talk about the importance of home-based pro-
grams for parents who either cannot or do not wish to work outside the
home. There are many of these.
As our other witnesses have testified so eloquently, group day care is

both a very scarce commodity and a highly expensive commodity. To
keep two children in adequate day care by the estimates Ms. Hertzberg
made, which are, I think, quite reasonable ones, costs $2,300 per child.
Let us assume two children, with the mother earning minimum

wage; day care is costing somebody more than the mother earns. So I
think perhaps it is appropriate to think of meaningful alternatives
for group day care where it is either not possible, and that seems to be
in a very high percentage of cases, or not desired.
We have worked at the Peabody for over a decade in home-based

programs for parents with general emphasis on trying to help the par-
ents become more effective as teachers of their children, and as you
might say, programers of the environment for the children, what they
select, what they help the children get attention to.
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These programs have had positive results, and I would say fairly
modest, but all such programs do.
I think they offer promise as meaningful alternatives for day care

when this alternative is appropriate.
The next point I would like to make relates to the need for support

systems for parents.
Two of our people testified on this, and one mentioned a group type

support system; an illustration from another field of course would be
Alcoholics Anonymous, which has been amazingly effective.
Parents profit by this kind of support, but I think there are other

ones that are very important for low-income people. Everybody needs
it. Low-income people are extremely vulnerable. They live on a knife
edge, between catastrophe and surviving as a family unit. And support
systems, such things as emergency child care, either in the home or in
other places, emergency loans, homemaker services, any number of
things which exist over the country, but exist in very small supply.
In my city of Nashville, if a family is in such dire straits that it

has no food in the house, there is a charitable organization that will
give them $10 to buy food. That is fine for today. But where is the
food coming from tomorrow?
So I think all sorts of support systems are important, and many that

are not thought of as support systems, but are support to parents who
are trying to set an education and environment to the child. I mean by
this the cultural and recreational and educational facilities of the
city, which low-income people do not use typically. They do not have
library cards. They do not go to public parks. A number of things
that I think would be truly helpful.
My third and last point is to talk about day care, but the form

of day care that only one person has mentioned, and then in a very
negative manner. This is family day care.
I sympathize with her experiences in trying to find adequate day

care for her infant. It is very hard to find. Family day care, as many
people realize, by no means all, is about three or four times as frequent
as group day care.
In other words, 60 to 80 percent of children in day care are in

family day care homes, where a mother, in her own home, cares for
six or seven children.
Family day care does not have to be bad. It is not always bad. It

can be good.
We have had experiences with Peabody, where we are trying to

improve the quality of family day care; it is very much like trying to
help the mother be more effective as a teacher and programmer in the
children's environment. It has been successful.
I would like to recommend that when we think of the tremendous

need for care for children, that at least it be made possible in the bill
to provide funding that will bring it about that family day care can
become a more adequate and effective service for children.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BELL. Thank you, Dr. Gray.
We have all known for years of your great service. I want to com-

mend you for that, and for an excellent statement.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Gray follows:]
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I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify on the Child and Family Services
Bill, since several of its provisions lie close to my heart and to my work over the years.
I am a child psychologist from Peabody College in Nashville, Tennessee. Since 1961
I have been concerned with planning special programs for children and parents from

low-income homes. These programs have attempted to help young children to become

more competent in meeting school and life demands, and in enabling their parents to
learn how to provide the educational and social stimulation needed for the development

of such competencies. It was such early work, by me and others, which provided part

of the emphasis and the general direction of the Head Start program initiated four years

later.

Children are our future. But for many of the eleven million American families

who live in poverty their future promises to be merely a repetition of their past. One

of the bitterest things poor parents must bear is seeing the same things happen to their

children that happened to them, the same debilitating and often debasing circumstances

of living. Yet it is possible to provide help for such parents, to enable them to be

more effective in rearing their children and in providing better life situations for

them. Helping with their children will not solve many of the problems of the poor,

but it does make an attack on what is one of the problems of greatest concern to low-

income parents, and to society at large--what will happen to the children?

I see the Child and Family Services Act as showing promise as a way of

interrupting this wretched cycle. In the current economic planning of the Executive

Branch we see at full length--in the words of Harry M. Caudill—the tendency

our society has to capitalize its gains and socialize its losses. The problems of

recession and the enduring energy crisis will hit most heavily on the poor. The

provisions of the bill under consideration can offer to some degree a countervailing

force to the callous way in which economic urgencies completely override humani-

tarian needs.

Furthermore, it is not only among low-income parents that the need for help

is felt. All parents upon occasion feel this need and wish for some guidance when

they face the difficult yet daily decisions that child rearing brings. I should like

to give here a statement from one of the parents with whom we have worked, a mother

whose husband has a very modest pay check, but enough to bring him above the

poverty level.

Every mother tries to teach her children the essentiuls of good

manners, but there's a huge standstill when it comes to teaching the

things they'll need to know for school.
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I'd tried teaching Joey (her two-year-old) the different colors
and shapes but I had no idea where to go from there. I wasn't really
sure I was accomplishing anything at all with him. He's still con-
fused about colors sometimes, but shapes are down pat .

The thing that has impressed me most is the attitude of learning
while playing. I've enjoyed the home visits as much as Joey and I'm
going to feel a lot more confident with my baby when he's old enough
for the games Joey plays now.

I should like to address myself to three aspects of the proposed funding
provisions since they are the ones which relate most closely to my own experiences
and knowledge.

First is the general emphasis on services for the family as a way of reaching
children. I should like to stress here the listing of in-home services and education
for parents and those others who serve as parents--grandmothers, older sisters, and
so on. Our experiences for over a decade, as well as those of the limited number
of other workers in the field who have done carefully designed and evaluated
studies, suggest the worth of such programs to help parents become more effective
in providing the experiences that promote the educational and social development
of their young children. Such programs are economical as compared to adequate
day care, costing only a fifth to a fourth as much. To be sure, they may have
somewhat less impact on a single child who may be in an all day program (although
this is not necessarily true), but the impact is made not only upon the child but
upon the other children in the family and the parents as well. Probably most impor-
tantly the parent comes to see herself--or himself--as the child's first and most
enduring teacher, and the home as the child's first school. Such services provide
a meaningful alternative for day care where the mother either does not wish to, or
cannot, work outside the home. Although important as an approach even in a
more prosperous state of economy, this procedure would seem especially appro-
priate in our current economic situation. Last month the unemployment rate stood
at 8.2, remaining steady since the last month. As you recall, however, this only
happened because the loss of jobs was offset by the half million persons, mostly
women and teenagers, who gave up on seeking employment. Presumably a large
percentage of these were young married women with growing families. To the
extent that their concern was with bettering their family status, a home-based
program might be gladly received by them.

Furthermore, such services are attractive from the standpoint of the general
availability of day care for working mothers. Such availability often makes the
difference between whether a woman will decide to seek work or not. Current
data (or rather the data from 1973) showed six million women with children under
six who were employed. Yet there were available in licensed day care slots only
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one million places, and 40 percent of these were allotted for children with special
handicaps and children from low-income homes. Important as it is to increase the
quantity--and quality--of day care, it is also important to provide alternatives for
parents. There is currently a groundswell of interest in home-based programs as
witnessed in the recent report of the Education Commission of the States. Encourage-
ment for home-based programs would deserve a relatively heavy weighting in possible
funding patterns for families.

My second point relates to the need for increasing support systems for
families. Recently, careful analyses of the effectiveness of early education pro-
grams for children, or for children and parents together, suggest that only under
certain conditions do programs have a lasting effect. One of these is that parents
have help in sustaining the gains that may have been made with their children.
This is especially true among the poor. Low-income people are vulnerable; they
live on a knife edge between catastrophe and survival as a family unit. The poor
lack the insurance, both literally and figuratively, which can enable them to cope
with such happenings as the illness of the mother, a child who must go to the
hospital, a husband who loses his job. Such services as emergency day care or
home care for children, emergency loans, homemaker services, the ready avail-
ability of knowledgeable consultants on family problems--many things of this sort
would contribute to giving the beleaguered family some support in its times of
crisis. To be sure, these ideas are neither new nor earthshaking. Most of them
exist, but usually only to a minuscule degree. For example, in my own city,
one charitable organization will provide $10 for a family in dire straits, one
which is literally out of food. But where will food for the day after tomorrow
come from? There are homemaker services in my community, but they are few
and far between. If parents are to continue as their children's teachers and the
programmers of the home setting for their children, they need support for the
recurring emergencies that make up the life of the poor. Unless parents have
some physical and emotional energy left over from coping with the frequent
crises, they cannot be planful in continuing to serve as educational change
agents for their children.

One might add here that it would be highly advantageous to provide some
input for parents to allow them to take as full advantage of the educational, cul-
tural and recreational resources of their communities as they relate to children,
Nowadays, at least in our experiences, low-income parents for the most part are
fairly knowledgeable about the availability of help from social agencies, although
they are often not well versed, as indeed who is, in treading their way through
the intricacies of the regulations and eligibility standards of such agencies. Our
parents, however, tend to be ignorant of the public library, although we have an
exceptionally good system in Nashville; they make little use of public parks and
their recreational programs. The list could be greatly extended. These things
too provide important support systems for parents in carrying out their function as
teachers and providers of an educative environment for their children.
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My third and last point speaks to day care provisions under this bill. I
should like to emphasize an aspect of day care which is generally neglected in
discussions of the field and certainly in the attention of the public; it often figures
little in recommendation of increasing day care availability. This is family day
care, that which a mother in her own home cares for a limited number of young
children, typically no more than six or seven. Despite its neglect, the current
data suggest that the overwhelming majority of children not cared for in their own
home by relatives, baby-sitters, and the like are cared for in family day care
settings. In Tennessee, under 9 percent of the children under six with working
mothers are in licensed day care, group or family. Nationally, the figure is about
10 percent. Yet the national figures in 1972 show that 625,000 children are in
group day care and approximately 2,000,000 in family day care--three children in
family settings for only one in group settings.

A major way of expanding the
quantity of day care slots, and also in improving the quality of the day care the
majority of children receive would be to invest heavily in family day care. At
present it tends to be a marginal occupation, poorly paid and supervised. The
quality on the whole may be poorer than that of group day care taken as a totality,
but the figures are hard to come by. At Peabody we have made a systematic study
of improving the quality of family day care by working directly with the family day
care mother to help her improve the quality of the educational and social stimula-
tion she provides for the children in her care. It is feasible and not costly;
unfortunately it is not free. It does not, however, require the heavy capital
investment which constructing day care centers requires. This makes it an attrac-
tive option in expanding the number of day care slots available for children who
need them.

Family day care is favored by many parents, because children are in small
groups. Often care is provided in the child's own community. This not only is
easier from the standpoint of transportation, but the mother knows the family day
care worker personally, which helps build trust. Children are in small groups,
and the atmosphere is more homelike. A sizeable investment in improving the
quality of this service would yield large returns.

There are many other provisions of the bill which I see as offering hope in
promoting family life and the development of competence in young children and
in their parents, as guides of their children. These three, however, are ones that
relate to my own areas of interest and competency; others have and will testify on
the remaining aspects of the bill.
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Mr. BELL. In the interest of time I think we will go directly to
Dr. Gallagher, and then Ms. Kendall before we ask any questions.
Dr. Gallagher.
Dr. GALLAGHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate

your kind remarks.
I would like to commend this committee for continuing in the face

of the, budget problems to go forward on this program, because I can
hardly think of anything that is more important 
Mr. BELL. I would like to interrupt just a moment to say that Con-

gressman Pressler from South Dakota has joined us.
It is a pleasure to have you with us.
Mr. PRESSLER. Thank you.
Dr. GALLAGHER. I think you have had some very eloquent statements

of needs presented here. You do not need any more of that.
What I would like to focus on would be those elements of the bill

that could bring quality programs to children and the families, and
make a couple of suggestions, if I might, about the bill.
I am very pleased, first of all, to see that we have profited from our

earlier experiences in trying to improve education or health services
for children.
A rapid expansion of day care services would not likely be a great

boon to families unless it would be accompanied by strong support
services for personnel training, research, evaluation, and major demon-
stration and technical assistance efforts. It is these support services
that can bring quality service to a local program.
The importance of support services is such that I would prefer that

money allocated for them would be calculated on the basis of a percent-
age of the service allotments rather than be authorized as a separate
figure.
There is a natural tendency in the appropriations process to cut

such support efforts rather than reduce the local service programs
where the need seems most urgent.
However, understandable such a move, the weakening of support

services seriously weakens the direct service program itself. I would
estimate a figure of about 25 percent of the service figure needs to be
appropriated to the support services of training, research, and techni-
cal assistance in the initiation of the programs, perhaps being reduced
to 15 percent as the program matures.
One reason to emphasize support services is that we are forever

asking ourselves questions that sound profound, but which turn out to
be irrelevant.
For example, we ask, "Is day care harmful to the child? Is day care

helpful to families?" The answer to both is, of course, "Yes, some-
times, under certain circumstances." The same answer can be given if
you ask whether a child will benefit or be harmed by staying at home
with a parent or parent surrogate: "Yes, sometimes, under certain cir-
cumstances."
These are not the important questions. The impotrant questions

are, "What are the circumstances in group care situations, or in home
situations, that will be most beneficial to the child's development and
to the integrity of the family?"
Although we know some of the answers, as professionals in the

human services area, we need to learn a great deal more in order to
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be confident that our counsel to parents and policymakers is adequate.This is why we need systematic research and careful evaluation.
I would like to make special note of one of our major program

emphases at the Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center
at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. We currently oper-
ate three major technical assistance programs: TADS, the Technical
Assistance Development System; DD/TAS : the Developmental Dis-
abilities Technical Assistance System; and MELRS ; the Mideast
Learning Resource System.
The purpose of these technical assistance systems is to provide thelatest knowledge on such issues as program planning, curriculum,

evaluation, and communication to three very different sets of clients: aset of national demonstration centers for preschool handicapped chil-
dren; the 50 State developmental disabilities councils; and the State
departments of education in an eight-State region.
.While the nature of the technical assistance varies according to the

client, several principles apply to all of them and should apply toany systematic assistance programs for child and family serviceprojects.
1. The assistance is based on the perceived needs of the client.
2. A contract is established between the client and the technicalassistance program that clearly states the kind of help to be delivered.

by when and by whom. Such a contract provides documented
accountability.

3. A talent bank of consultants, each with their own area of specialty,
is available on call to aid the local program's special needs. This means
that lawyers, psychologists, pediatricians, et cetera, will help when
problems arise requiring their expertise.
We are convinced that it is possible to organize technical assistance

programs to provide continuing, systematic aid on complex programs
to clients who have a felt need, but not sufficient expertise.
The development of many new child and family care programs by

personnel who lack training and experience in management techniques,
in planning, or in communications makes technical assistance essential.
The staff of many of the new day care programs want and need this
organized assistance, for it permits them to maximize the operation of
their programs. Because of the importance of this assistance, State and
regional planners should not assume that it exists, but should deliber-
ately insert it as part of their total planning.
Because of my continuing concern for programs for handicapped

children, I would. like to focus on ways that these children and their
families can become a part of, and not apart from, the rest of society.
We all know that those of us fortunate enough not to have handi-

capped children feel somewhat embarrassed or awkward faced with
such parents and their children. We all too often try to avoid awkward-
ness by standing apart from these families. That helps them not at all;
and diminishes ourselves as members of the human community:
I am delighted to see that section 103 provides the opportunity for

handicapped children to participate with normal children in day care
and family service programs. Our experience of mixing normal and
handicapped children in programs, where parents and teachers have
been properly prepared for it, has been good.
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We should provide special training opportunities to prepare service
staff for effective acceptance and progress of handicapped children
into these normal programs.
As a former Federal bureaucrat I feel that I should comment on

some of the administrative difficulties that will have to be faced if
this bill passes in its present form. The desire to bring those citizens
who are most deeply involved in delivery of family services into
decisionmaking positions is admirable but not without a potential
cost—that of administrative problems of impressive proportions.
Let me mention a few of these:

1. The Office of Child and Family Services headed by a Presi-
dential appointee, will have to determine how to allocate available
funds. If the accumulated requests from a State exceed the alloca-
tion, the office must decide among State, county, and local plans—I
see someone shaking their head, so maybe I did not read the bill
correctly.

Unless protected, the political pressures on the office will be strong,
particularly since the bill explicitly offers court action as an appeal
mechanism. The office can expect to be embroiled in many disputes
unless mechanisms can be worked out to insure fair and evenhanded
decisions in fund allocations.

2. The procedure for the prime sponsors to develop a plan, submit it,
and get it approved, will be inevitably long and involved. Let me sketch
out some major steps.
A. The initial development of the plan with the adequate inclusion

of the-various necessary components and assurances will inevitably take
much time and effort-2 to 3 months.
B. The Governor's office will then have to comment on the plan. If

negative comments, or suggestions for change, are made then more time
must elapse for the prime sponsor's Child and Family Services Com-
mittee to react-2 months at least.
C. The plan then must be reviewed at the HEW Office of Child and

Family Services. This agency must hold it to balance against all other
requests from the State. We can expect that this office will be chronical-
ly understaffed and that the turnaround time in reacting to plans is
longer than expected-2 months at least.
Without much imagination one can conceive of other procedural

breakdowns in the planning system and can envision a prime sponsor
continually writing or amending plans rather than delivering needed
services to children and families.
I would strongly recommend the acceptance of a 3-year plan with

only annual updates required. This would cut the review process by
two-thirds, and the submitting could be more effectively reviewed
without the administering agency being buried under a mountain of
papers.

3. Many of the prime sponsors and their clientele will have little or
no experience with the collection of data on their program, it should
anticipate major administrative problems before some workable man-
agement information system is developed.
In summary, I believe that this bill provides the potential for im-

proving the development of children and maintaining the integrity of
the family during the children's most crucial preschool years. By doing
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so, the number of children with school and social problems should be
reduced and more children will be able to express and enjoy their
abilities, unhampered by developmental or psychological difficulties.
As this occurs, all members of the family will be able to achieve a more
effective and satisfying life.
I want to commend the committee again for the thoughtfulness that

has gone into this bill, and I think it is extremely crucial to the child
and family services around this country that it be passed.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BELL. Thank you very much, Dr. Gallagher.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Gallagher follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF: JAMES J. GALLAGHER, DIRECTOR

FRANK PORTER GRAHAM CHILD DEVELOPME
NT CENTER

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT CHA
PEL HILL

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES BILL H.R.
 2966

MARCH 12, 1975

It gives me great pleasure to test
ify on behalf of the Child

and Family Services Bill H.R. 2966
 that is designed to meet such an

important and crucial set of needs
 for young children and their

families. Through research and practice we h
ave discovered important

knowledge about young children i
n the past two decades which rel

ates

directly to what this bill is de
signed to accomplish. Let me

state a few of these discoveries
:

1. The early years of life before t
he age of six appear

to be most crucial to later de
velopment. The child

from the earliest times in life 
is an active and res-

ponding person, strongly influen
ced by the world

around him.

2. The child before five years of age
 forms a basic

attitude to life and to new ex
periences and to social

interactions that will influence
, for good or ill, his

or her relationships with the 
world for the rest of

their lives.

3. If we wish to correct unfortun
ate experiences, the

earlier that special assistanc
e or help is provided

57-649 0 - 76 - pt. 3 - 6
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the more effective such help will be.

Few people will disagree on the importance of the family to

the growing child but we can differ considerably on the kinds of

measures that are useful in strengthening that beleagured structure.

We clearly need many different options that allow for a maximum

of diversity of services to fit a diverse society and its multiple

subcultures. It is my reading of this bill that it deliberately

provides such options.

Individual freedom of choice means little to the parent if

there are.no viable options to choose from.

A distinguished sociologist once studied the reaction of

parents who had a handicapped child. Their natural reaction was

to withdraw from social and church contacts in embarrassment and to

sink within themselves. In short, they cut themselves off from

the very sources of possible aid and assistance that could help them

and their children.

In previous generations the "extended families" of aunts, cousins,

grandparents, etc. offered needed support and provided a buffer to

the family with small children. The modern family is extended only

in a geographical sense, with relatives scattered across the country

and often in little position to help each other. There is a good

reason to doubt that many nuclear families comprised of a husband,

a wife and two children are able to survive stress alone. Even less

able to survive without assistance are the single parent or divorced

parent families. As members of this American society, we must become

a kind of "extended family" and assist parents and their children.

I see this bill as one tangible way that we can all play this role.

I am particularly impressed by the evidence in this bill that

4
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we have profited from earlier experiences in trying t
o improve education

or health services for children. A rapid expansion of day care services

would not likely be a great boon to families unless
 it would be accompanied

by strong support services for personnel training,
 research, evaluation,

and major demonstration and technical assistance ef
forts for it is

these support services that can bring quality se
rvice to a local

program.

The importance of support services is such that 
I would prefer

that money allocated for them would be calculated o
n the basis of a

percentage of the service allotments rather than be
 authorized as

a separate figure. There is a natural tendency in the appropriation
s

process to cut such support efforts rather than 
reduce the local

service programs where the need seems most urgen
t. However, under-

standable such a move, the weakening of support 
services seriously

weakens the direct service program itself. I would estimate a figure

of about 25% of the service figure needs to be a
ppropriated to support

services of training, research and techical assi
stance in the

initiation of the program perhaps being reduced 
to 15% as the program

matures.

One reason to emphasize support services is that
 we are forever

asking ourselves questions that sound profound, 
but which turn out to

be irrelevant. For example, we ask, "Is day care harmful to the
 child?"

"Is day care helpful to families?" The answer to both is, of course,

"Yes, sometimes, under certain circumstances.
" The same answer can

be given if you ask whether a child will benef
it or be harmed by

staying at home with a parent or parent surrog
ate: "Yes, sometimes,

under certain circumstances."

These are not the important questions. The important questions
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are, "What are the circumstances in group care situations, or in home

situations, that will be most beneficial to the child's development

and to the integrity of the family?" Although we know some of the

answers, as professionals in the human service area we need to learn

a great deal more in order to be confident that our consel to parents

and policy makes it adequate. This is why we need systematic research

and careful evaluation.

I would like to make special note of one of our major program

emphases at the Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center at the

University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill. We currently operate three

major technical assistance programs: TADS, the Technical Assistance

Development System; DD/TAS: the Developmental Disabilities Technical

Assistance System; and MELRS:- the Mideast Learning Resource System.

The purpose of these technical assistance systems is to provide the

latest knowledge on such issues as program planning, curriculum,

evaluation and communication to three very different set of clients:

a set of national demonstration centers for preschool handicapped

children; the 50 state developmental disabilities councils; and the

state departments of education in an eight state region.

While the nature of the technical assistance varies according

to the client, several principles apply to all of them and should

apply to any systematic assistance programs for child and family

service projects.

1. The assistance is based on the perceived needs of

the client.

2. A contract is established between the client and the

technical assistance program that clearly states the

kind of help to be delivered, by when and by whom.
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Such a contract provides documental accountability.

3. A talent bank of consultants each with their own

area of specialty is available on call to aid the

local program's special needs. This means that

lawyers, psychologists, pediatricians, etc., will

help when problems arise requiring their expertise.

We are convinced that it is possible to organize technica
l

assistance programs to provide continuing, systematic aid
 on complex

programs to clients who have a -felt need, but not sufficient expertise.

The development of many new child and family care program
s by personnel

who lack training and experience in management techniques
, in planning,

or in communications makes technical assistance essent
ial. The staff

of many of the new care programs want and need this organ
ized assistance,

for it permits them to maximize the operation of their pr
ograms. Because

of the importance of this assistance, state and region
al planners should

not assume that it exists, but should deliberately insert
 it as part

of their total planning.

Because of my continuing concern for programs for hand
icapped

children, I would like to focus on ways that these chi
ldren and their

families can become part of, and not apart from, the r
est of society.

We all know that those of us fortunate enough not to h
ave handicapped

children feel somewhat embarrassed or awkward faced wi
th such parents

and their children. We all too often try to avoid awkwardness by

standing apart from these families. That helps them not at all; and

diminishes ourselves as members of the human comm
unity.

I am delighted to see that Sec. 103 provides the op
portunity

for handicapped children to participate with normal ch
ildren in day

care and family services programs. Our experience of mixing normal
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and handicapped children in programs where parents and teachers have

been properly prepared for it has been good. The reactions of everyone

involved have been enthusiastic. We should provide special training

opportunities to prepare service staff for effective acceptance and

progress of handicapped children into their programs.

As a former federal bureaucrat I feel that I should comment

on some of the administrative difficulties that will have to be

faced if this bill passes in its present form. The desire to bring

those citizens who are most deeply involved in family services into

decision making positions is admirable but not without a potential

cost - that of administrative problems of impressive proportions.

Let me mention a few of these:

1. The Office of Child and Family Services headed by

a presidential appointee, will have to determine how

to allocate available funds. If the accumulated

requests from a state exceed the allocation, the

Office must decide among state, county and local

plans as to who gets money or how money would be

prorated. Unless protected, the political pressures

on the Office will be strong, particularly since the

Bill explicitly offers court action as an appeal

mechanism. The Office can expect to be embroiled

in many disputes unless mecahnisms can be worked

out to insure fair and even-handed decisions in

fund allocations.

2. The procedure for the prime sponsors to develop a plan,

submit it, and get it approved, will be inevitably

long and involved. Let me sketch out some major steps.
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A. The initial development of the plan with the

adequate inclusion of the various necessary

components and assurances will inevitably

take much time and effort. (2-3 months)

B. The Governor's office will then have to

comment on the plan. If negative comments,

or suggestions for change, are made then

more time must elapse for the prime sponsor's

Child and Family Services Committee to react.

(2 months at least)

C. The plan then must be reviewed at the HEW

Office of Child and Family Services. This

agency must hold it to balance against all

other requests from the state. We can expect

that this Office will be chronically under-

staffed and that the turn around time in

reacting to plans is longer than expected.

(2 months at least)

Without much imagination one can conceive of
 other procedural

breakdowns in the planning system and can en
vision a prime sponsor

continually writing or amending plans rather 
than delivering needed

services to children and families. I would strongly recommend the

acceptance of a three-year plan with only an
nual updates required.

This would cut the review process by two thi
rds and the submitting

could be more effectively reviewed without t
he administrating agency

being buried under a mountain of papers.

3. Many of the prime sponsors and their clien
telle will

have little or no experience with the collec
tion of
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data on the progress, it shoud anticipate major adminis-

trative problems before some workable management infor-

mation system is developed.

In summary, I believe that this bill provides the potential for

improving the development of children and maintaining the intregity

of the family during the children's most crucial preschool years.

By doing so, the number of children with school and social problems

should be reduced and more children will be able to express and enjoy

their abilities, unhampered by developmental or psychological

difficulties. As this occurs, all members of the family will be able

to achieve a more effective and satisfying life.
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Mr. BELL. I would now like to turn to Ms. Kendall.
Ms. KENDALL. Thank you.
I will try to summarize.
I am Earline Kendall from Nashville, Tenn.
I am pleased to be here with these two researchers, but let me clarify,

I am not from research. I am one of those people that Marianne

Wright Edelman referred to a few weeks ago in her testimony, a

mother who has sought child care, and I am a former director of

several day care centers.
In the past 5 years I have opened three day care centers. The first

of these was franchised day care, that is a dirty word to lots of people.

Some of them have made testimony before this committee.
American Child Centers was to be a nationwide chain. I was reluc-

tant to join that. I had much feeling that children and profit should

not be combined. My first teaching experience was in Montgomery

County, Md., and it was in a profit center. And it had left a bad taste

in my mouth.
American Child Centers though began with good support from the

business community and from the professional community. I was con-

vinced that a quality program for children would be provided, so I

became director of their model and training center.
Within 2 years that company folded, and its parent company folded,

and it folded for a variety of reasons. One of those reasons was the

high cost of good child care, even when middle-income families are

willing to pay substantially for that care.
The parents who had been in that center liked what had happened

to their children. Their children were happy. When that center closed,

and the property was sold, those parents asked to form a nonprofit

corporation to provide child care.
So a father who was a lawyer helped set up the nonprofit corpora-

tion. Another father who was in management helped us set up tax

exempt status for that center.
Mothers who were professors of child development served on the

board. Other parents helped find a facility. We found an abandoned

school that the city leased to us for $1 a year, so the high cost of the

beautiful building was not going to be part of our operation costs.

Within a very short time though that center too was in great finan-

cial difficulty, even though staff was now working for $2 an hour,

whether or not they were director or cook, or teacher or aide.
So the high costs that had .been part of the American Child Center

franchise operation that we thought had caused its death were not

because of financial difficulty in this nonprofit center. But this non-

profit center was also unable to function beyond just subsistence level.

So it is still operating, it is operating only by having benefit con-

certs, having garage sales, by having staff that continues to work for

$80 a week. It is scarey to me to turn children over to people who can

manage on $80 a week. That is not very much money.
I want people who are highly trained to be in charge of the children

that I have anything to do with. Many of the people on this particular

staff happen to have degrees, though. They happen to be highly

skilled, and really dedicated. But the thought of seeing them continue

on $80 a week is a frightening thing to me.
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So when this center too was having difficulty, and could not carry
my salary of $12,000, I was offered the directorship of a new title 4A
center. We set this center up with some unique kinds of support. Half
of the children in that center were under title 4A, which meant they
were at the welfare level.
We did not want to see welfare families isolated. They are isolated

already in their housing, and in many other ways. So 50 percent of the
children in this center were on a sliding fee scale. Some of those fami-
lies paid $5 a week, and some pay $25 a week.
They paid according to what they can afford. This center was sup-

ported not only with Federal funds of title 4A, but it had the backing
of the church that gave us space, so again we had no expenses as far
as space was concerned. We also had a church, another church, that
was willing to be a third-party funder, and we had some private citi-
zens that were wealthy and willing to support those families that
could pay $5 a week or $10 a week when the cost was actually running
around $30 a week for the individual child's care.
That center closed within 10 months. Lots of people told us that it

could not be done, and they were right. We were unable to continue to
include those ineligible for title TV—A funds.
One of the things I like about child and family services bill though,

is that it looks like you are going to try to do what could not be done,
and that is to provide for not only those people who are at the welfare
level, but provide for those fanillies who are above that level, and who
are the working poor.
I am very concerned when I see families like a mother that I know-L--

this is the third time that she and I have talked about care for her
preschooler. She is a certified teacher. She has to work. Her second
husband is a student. He has a part-time job. They are willing to pay,
and they want good care for their son. But I do not have any place
to tell her to go.
She and I talked last week, and I found myself withdrawing from

the conversation. It was too painful for me and for her, too. I think
about an infant who came to our center, whose mother is white and
unmarried. She was a secretary at the time he was born. Her family
was not willing to give her very much emotional or financial support
during that period.
We really had to mother the mother.
She almost gave up her baby. She considered putting him up for

adoption. She considered abandoning him without the adoptive proc-
ess. But we referred her for counseling. We took him for shots. We
bathed him, we fed him, we sent special formula home with him,
because she was not willing to pay, or really able to pay for that, at
that time.
And through the support services that she received, she and her

baby were able to become a family. It looks to me like the bill that you
are considering will be supportive of families.
I think that is important. I think of the little 4 year old who came

to us through referral of a social worker. Her mother is mentally
retarded. When the social worker found the mother was burning a
mattress to keep the family warm, there was no water in the house,
because there had been a real cold spell, and the pipes had broken, the
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child was dirty, matted hair, and now she is not like that. She has
bright, shiny eyes. She laughs a lot.
The program she was in has closed again. This is twice that the

day care center this child was in was closed. She is a welfare recipient.
But there is really not another place to put her. There are not enough
slots for a child like this.

This child will be ready, or old enough to go to public first grape
in September, but there is going to be a 6-month gap between the
time that this center she was in closed and when she had been ready
to go to first grade. If she is left loose for that 6 months, she is going
to lose ground, and she does not have much ground to lose.
I am concerned about a mother who is a truck driver within our

city, and she is desperate for day care for her 3-month-old son. For
the last several weeks she has carried him in the cab of her truck. She
gays, "I cannot keep doing that." We need a place for her baby.

Those are some of the families that I know. Those are some of the
reasons I have come to testify.
Some of the particular parts of this bill that I think are important

are there. As I have worked in a franchised center and a nonprofit
center, and in 'a title 4A center, some of the needs for day care that
I am particularly concerned about are covered in this bill.
One of them is uniform code for facilities. We are meeting that in

Tennessee, and we are meeting it in other States. The Child and Family
Services Councils should make it possible to insure that families can
have input in the program on what they really need for their child.
Medical service funding is an important aspect of your bill. And

I am very pleased to see the variety of prime sponsors.
I am very much concerned that no one sponsor be given the whole

package. Our public schools are certainly not fulfilling the needs of
all our children, and I am pleased to see an allowance for variety of
innovation and program staffing.
I am very much interested in this bill, and hope to see some of these

provisions enacted.
Thank you.
Mr. BELL. Thank you, Ms. Kendall.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Kendall follows:]
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SELECT SUBCOMMITTE ON EDUCATION

Presented by Earline Kendall

March 12, 1975

Honorable Chairman and members of the Select Subcommittee

on Education, I am Earline Kendall from Nashville, Tennessee.

I present testimony to you concerninA the needs of children -1/-id

their families as you consider the Child and Family Services

Act of 1975. I present this as a professional who has opened

three day care centers in the last five years. Two of these
centers died within a year and the third continues a precarious

existence at this time. I present this as very personal testimony

from the perspective of a mother who works and had child care

needs when my son was younger.

My first day care experience was as a newly graduated teacher

in a day care schoa in Montgomery County, Maryland during the

late 1950's. During that era day care had a bad name; most care
was custodial. Even as a beginning teacher I could see the discrep-
ancy between what I was taught in education classes and what was

going on around me. After one year of teaching in the day care
school I began teaching public kindergarten which I continued for
three years until pregnancy caused me to retire. Recognizing

the many societal and personal pressures that I felt I planned

to stay home with my son until he was "much older". My own ex-

perience in day care had shown me how inadequate some programs

were. In addition I had accepted the middle class culture's value

of the mother caring for her own child in the home. This lasted
a total of two years. By this time financial pressures overcame

other pressures and I again taught in the public schools, now first

gmde. During these years in the public schools I taught mostly

children from middle income families but even some of these were
"latch-key children" who let themselves into their own homes

after school with the key worn on a string around the neck.

After being teacher-directorof a campus laboratory kindergar-
ten four years the opportunity came to direct the training center
for the proposed nationwide chain of franchized day care called
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American Child Centers, Inc. I hesitated about accepting this

position, in part because I was reluctant to
 mix children and

profit. The quality of the program planned by early 
education

specialists whom I respected, along with the
 excitement of being

part of a national effort to provide care for yo
ung children

persuaded me to try this venture.

My own need for good preschool child car
e was just over. My

dissatisfaction with care for my toddler in ou
r home by a house-

keeper, the problems when a relative and t
hen a succession of

neighbors kept him during the day and late
r after school made me

very aware of the acute need for good ch
ild care among families

in the middle income brackett.

American Child Centers, Inc. and its paren
t company went

broke after less than two years for a vari
ety of reasons. The

company was top heavy with highly paid execu
tives. Another reason

for financial difficulty was the expense
 of a quality child care

program. Even middle income families could not affo
rd the entire

cost of good care when there wao more th
an one child in the family,

and sometimes not then in single parent fa
milies, or families with

other problems.

Parents and children had responded well to
 the program that

American Child Centers provided. When the announcement was made

that the center was to be closed and the
 property sold parents rallied.

A father who was a lawyer helped dra
w up a charter for a non-profit

corporation. Another father who was a professor of ma
nagement set

into motion the procedures for secur
ing tax exempt status. Two

mothers who were professors of child
 psychology served on the board.

A father who helped raise money from fou
ndations and other sources

offered his help. Other parents combed the community for space

for 100 three, four and five year olds
, renovated the basement of

an abandoned elementary school and helpe
d staff move on Christmas

week end. This non-profit, parent initiated center 
is Nashville

Child Center and continues today a ver
y precarious existence in

that location with the help of garage sale
s, benefit concerts and

gifts.

When this center also began to show si
gns of financial struggle

in spite of no executive salarie
s, rent of only one dollar a year

and a staff willing to work for eighty 
dollars a week (including
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the cook, janitor, teachers and director) I accepted a position

as director of Children's Center, Inc. which was opening with

TitleIV-A funding for half the forty-five children in the center

and a sliding fee scale of payment for the other half of the

children. A church was the third party source of funding and

another church gave us space for the center. Several wealthy citi-
zens made pledges to the program to subsidize the portion of the
budget that those on a sliding fee arrangement were not able to
pay for themselves.

With this budget arrangement a Title IV-A child whose mother
was on welfare and found a job was not terminated from the pro-

gram. Her child could be carried by contributions from others
and she could pay perhaps five dollars a week at first. Later,
as she began to earn more she could assume more and more of the
actual cost of the services which her child and family received.
We had infants as young as six weeks (maternity leave is often

limited to six weeks post partum) and children up to school age

in the center. This enabled several families to have more than

one child in the program. Last week I visited a Title IV-A

program and recognized a four year old who had been in the

Children's Center. I asked David where his little brother
Daniel was and was told, "he's too little". This is an added

burden on this mother as she tries to get to work, pick up the
children after work and be involved in the centejr activities.

The provision in the Child and Family Services Act for the
type of flexible services to families that we tried at the Chil-
dren's Center makes me support this bill. The advantages for
children and their families when poverty level families are not
isolated in centers by themselves are many. The fear of the un-
known that is caused by the isolation of low income families or
middle income families from those of other economic levels can
be minimized when the children become friends and the parents share
experiences. A sliding fee scale is necessary to allow this type
of interaction.

The Children's Center was battered but able to weather the
fight with Secretary Weinberger over the change in regulations,
but it could not weather increasing costs, as well as loss of
individual and church support as the economy dipped. Its closing
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ten months after it had opened was painful for 
the families

served and for those who had dreamed of th
e possibilities

offered these families. It later reopened with three of the

teachers and eighteen of the children in o
ne of the teacher's

homes. Even that small home center was forced t
o close this month.

They had eager parents with modest inc
omes and children from fam-

ilies on welfare. They received $15 a week from the Departme
nt

of Public Welfare for each of these 
children. It was not enough.

Each of these day care centers appea
red to have secure finan-

cial backing when it was planned and
 implemented. The franchized

center had backing from the business and
 professional community.

The non-profit center has strong paren
t involvement and staff

commitment. The Title IV-A center had support from the
 federal

government and a church community with t
he added help of wealthy,

interested citizens. Each of these funding mechanisms was not

enough. Each of these centers had financial difficul
ty within

a year. Each was threatened with closure several tim
es.

Each time a center closes where children
 are cared for in a

warm, supportive environment both parent
s and children are up-

rooted. Parents are forced to try to find another 
place; children

are forced to adjust to other caregivers
, other peers, other rou-

tines, if their parents are able to 
locate another center. The

low income parent and the parent who i
s able to pay part or all

of the cost of care both find it 
exceedingly difficult to find

any place that meets their own needs and
 those of their children

Last week I was questioned for the t
hird time by a mother who is a

certified teacher about placement of her
 preschool age son. Each

time she has had to move him it has be
come more difficult to find

a place that is comfortable for her and 
for her child. I had no

hone to offer her and found myself wit
hdrawing from the discussion.

It was too painful for both of us. 
This mother has to work. Her

second husband is a student with a p
art time job. She cares about

what happens to her child. She is willing and able to pay for

this care but is unable to find care
 that she accepts as good for

her child.

I remember Roland who came to us as 
an infant. His mother

is white, unmarried and a secretary. 
She wanted to keep her baby
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but initially received little emotional or financial help from

her own parents. Good day care programs "mother the mother"

through periods of crises. We took Roland for shots, bathed

him and sent special formula home with him. She was not able to

pay extra for the soybean formula that he needed. After a few

months her life stabilized. Until it did, the day care center

was her family and support. Through counseling referral we gave

her and the medical and food support she received, she and her

baby were able to become a family.

Elora Jean was referred to us by a social worker who found

her during a particularly cold period of January in a house with-

out water (the pipes had frozen and burst). Her mentally retarded

mother was burning a mattress to keep them warm. She was covered

with soot. Her hair Was matted and her eyes were dull. Some of

the staff focused on her dirt and began to clean her up but one

aide focused on Elora Jean and began to take her to wash the car

(and play in water at the same time). She began to work and play

with the child. Today Elora Jean has an alert look in her eyes.

She laughs out loud and speaks easily. She is still behind intel-

lectually her own age peers. Next year she will be old enough .

for the public school. The day care center has twice closed on

her To leave her only at home with her mother who is retarded

for the next six months is to put her further behind.

A mother who drives a truck within the city is desperate for

day care for her three month old son. She has been taking him

with her in the cab of her truck for the last few weeks and cannot

continue doing that. Other infants are locked in cars while their

mothers work.

Recently I was in the office of a day care director whose center

has school age and preschool children. A mother called in tears

because she could not find someone to look after her two school

age daughters. She is in the midst of divorce and her emotional

and financial resources are exceedingly limited right now.

The Child and Family Services Act appears to offer stability

of funding for a variety of family needs. Low income families,

particularly, have had many exciting programs offered and then with-

drawn. Stability of funding and the coordination of services are

especially needed after the on-again-off-again funding of the last

few years. In 1969 there were 42 distinct programs for children
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administered by 15 different federal agencies. This has enhanced

the possibility that services will be fragmented and/or discon-

tinued.

Some of the aspects of this bill that I am particularly

pleased to see are the following:

A uniform code for facilities - presently health

inspections are made by the municipal health inspector (who

demands a three compartment sink in the kitchen, a seperate hand
-

washing sink for the cook with a foot control and assorted other

local requirements), a state health inspector who operates from

a county office who counts toilets, basins and sniffs for the

odor of Clorox which hopefully indicates the use of the disinfec
tant.

Fire and safety regulations vary enormously also. A uniform code

for facilities could ensure safer environments for the children

and perhaps the elimination of the expense of one thousand dollar

kitchen sinks.

Child and Family Services Councils - Community control

of services and fun s should ensure that community priorities
 are

being met.

Medical services fundinc, - will enable a child to

receive h:alth care that is crucial to his intellectual, emotion
al

and physical development. Nashville has two medical schools and

2 broader range of services because of these. By acquainting

families with these services and often helping them get to the s
ite

where the services are offered we have been able to help some 
familie:-

get some services that are needed. Funding for medical assistance

throughout the nation could raise the level of living for many

children.

The variety of prime sponsors - will allow communities

to determine the kinds of programs needed. No existing institution

has a hold on the best possible mode of service to meet all need
s

of all families. Certainly many public schools have failed to

meet the purposes for which they are set up. To add to a public

school system all of the day care needs of families is to ask
 for

chaos.

Commitment to variety Pnd innovation in programming 

and staffing - provides for flexibility of services. Broad bases

57-649 0 - 76 - pt. 3 -
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of staff training and retraining are needed throughout existing

day care and certainly for any wide program of new day care services.

Family day home workers need a dependable salary; they need super-

vision, training and support. Many families prefer this type of

child care but nearly all of the women who offer this care in

their homes are totally isolated from others who offer similar

services, from resources that could be helpful to themselves

and the families they serve.

This testimony has caused me to reflect on many of the

negative aspects of child care in this nation. It has caused me

to review my efforts on behalf of my own child and many other

children. I am not without hope. Starting June 1, I will be the

Child Development Coordinator of two Title XX day care centers

serving 45 children each and an after school enrichment program for

scool age children. This neighborhood program has been serving

community needs for more than fifty years. It also had to close

a day care center last year for lack of funds. Initially, only

welfare children will be served in the center that is reopening

and in the other center which has been operating a number of years

in a housing project. My hope is tkv,t the state of Tennessee

will include in its state plan for Title XX allowance for some

families to be served on a sliding fee basis. I have indicated

my belief in this provision to the Department of Public Welfare,

which is responsible for producing our state plan.

As I examine Title XX, and as I recall living through Title

IV-A funding, and compare them both to the Child and Family Services

Act I am impressed, on a point by point comparison of these bills,

thr.t support for the family and its needs is paramount in the

Child and Family Services Act. Titles XX and IV-A have too often

focused on the need to remove adults who happen to be parents

from a state of dependency. This is not enough for our children.

The broader provisions in the Child and Family Services Act are

needed by families in a range of incomes.
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Mr. BELL. Ms. Kendall, I would like to ask you a couple of
questions.
What services were available in your center?
Ms. KENDALL. In the title 4A center, we had a social worker, and

she was able to help families find medical services, but we were not
able to offer those.
In our city we have two medical schools. We have a variety of serv-

ices that are available if families know about it. We had social services,
we had educational services, and we had transportation services.
Mr. BELL. Do you feel they were adequate?
Ms. KENDALL. In that center I think they were certainly adequate.

We had 45 children who were aged 6 weeks to 6 years. We took chil-
dren that young because many mothers had maternity leave that lasted
only 6 weeks.
Mr. BELL. Thank you.
Dr. Gallagher, I have a couple of questions for you.
I want to point out that I liked your innovative idea regarding a

3-year period, instead of every year. I think that is a very excel-
lent idea.

Possibly the most important question that I can ask pertains to the
program delivery system.
In your opinion, what specific role should the public schools have

in any legislation we develop?
Dr. GALLAGHER. I think over the long run the public schools are

going to become more and more involved in working with younger
and younger children.
Well over half of the States in this country have provisions in their

legislation for handling preschool youngsters who are handicapped.
Some of those provisions begin at birth, and for the young deaf
children, for example, before the age of 1.
The public schools are going to have the space available because of

the declining student population that will happen over the next
decade.
I would see that over the long run public schools will become more

and more involved, but not as they are currently structured.
I would see a substantial change taking place in the primary grades,

and earlier education of these youngsters, coming from greater recog-
nition of the overall comprehensive needs of the child. The child has
health needs, social needs, and the family needs to be more critically
involved in these programs.
The schools, as they are now structured, would have a difficult time

accepting this. But I think the schools can restructure themselves, and
it would be of great benefit to everybody if they did in concert with
the kind of provisions that are in this bill.
I would not want to get this bill entangled in a professional battle

between who owns this territory. I would like to see options open in
terms of diversity of possible agencies that would operate these pro-
grams, at least initially.
Mr. BELL. You do not believe, then, that the schools would want to

make the decision as to whether they have the primary role?
Dr. GALLAGHER. I do not think at this stage of development. In the

long term, the public schools are one of our strongest institutions—one
of the points made by people is that the schools are overbureaucratized.
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Yet we say that we need training, and the kinds of backup systems
that the public school system has.
If you establish this major effort for child care, you are going to

have to set up an alternative bureaucracy, a shadow bureaucracy in the
child services area to do the same things that the school does.
I think that in the long run you are better off with the educational

system, assuming one more responsibility.
Mr. BELL. Thank you.
Dr. Gray, there are already Federal child development programs,

Head Start, and Social Security Child Care provisions, for example.
Should this new program incorporate them, or be in addition to

them?
Dr. GRAY. I really have no answer to that. I hope it will not be instead

of them.
Mr. BELL. Would anyone else like to comment?
Dr. Gray, given a limited budget, what provisions of the child de-

velopment legislation would you stress? I have asked this question of
previous witnesses.
Is there anything that comes to mind that you would particularly

emphasize?
Dr. GRAY. I think no different from the points I made in my testi-

mony, I would recommend that we do not lose sight of alternative
ways of working with families.
Certainly there needs to be heavy allocation for day care. This is a

true need. I think it would be most unfortunate to see all of the moneys
drained into that, because we still face the fact that three-quarters of
the mothers of children under six who work—I mean who have chil-
dren under six do not work. And those in single parent homes, half of
them work.
It might be desirable if more worked, and it might be desirable if

fewer worked. I would hate to see funds allocated entirely for group
day care particularly, which is very important, and also very expen-
sive.
Mr. BELL. Thank you.
Dr. Gallagher.
Dr. GALLAGHER. I would like to reemphasize another point in my

testimony. The diversity of programs that Dr. Gray mentioned is
crucial.
I do not think any one pattern ought to be supported. What we

have experienced in the past in that we cut back on our support serv-
ices, when we are short of money. And that means that we have not
gotten the personnel properly trained.
We have not received the kind of resources to back services pro-

grams when they need help, and call for crisis assistance. If we cut
back the support system services, we are going to have poor quality
programs.
We need a balanced program in terms of direct services through a

diversity of program efforts, but with support services that back up
the service programs so you are sure of a quality program.
There is no point to evaluate programs 4 years later if you have not

provided the basis for the quality services in the first place.
Mr. BELL. Dr. Gallagher, would you say that professionals are nec-

essary to operate these programs?

•
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Dr. GALLAGHER. Yes; I think so. There is an effective marriage that
can take place between parents and professionals. It is going to require
a working out of roles and whose responsibility is what.
I think you can get parents to express themselves in terms of what

policies are, what ought to be carried out, and what they want. The
professionals then can decide how it is going to be done, and under
what circumstances, to work with individual children who have indi-
vidual needs.
Mr. BELL. Should we utilize paraprofessionals?
Dr. GALLAGHER. Yes; paraprofessionals are a very important part

of this team, and should be included in it, if they are properly pre-
pared. If the paraprofessional knows who to go to ask difficult ques-
tions when they get into difficulty. '
The whole point is you can use less well trained personnel if there

is always someone standing behind them whenever a difficult situation
comes up that they need help on.
Mr. BELL. Mr. Pressler, do you have any questions?
Mr. PRESSLER. Yes. I would like to ask a question concerning how

these funds get down to the people, or how the administration works,
in particular regarding handicapped children.
If we earmark funds to serve handicapped children, can we assume

that the provision which includes them will result in benefits to the
• handicapped, or does earmarking of funds in this area frequently
result in very little administrative action?
Dr. GALLAGHER. That is a difficult question. I think that the pro-

vision for providing some of the funds for handicapped children has
had a beneficial effect in the Headstart program.
I think it can have an extremely beneficial effect here.
I would like to see an organized technical assistance program estab-

lished as part of this program, that would hire professional help
and assistance to those centers that need it in order to effectively inte-
grate the handicapped child into the program.
I think that if they have that background and support, they may

find it surprisingly easy to integrate handicapped children into the
program. The fears the people have about handicapped children
participating in these programs are the fears of adults. They are not
the fears of children.
When we find that the handicapped child has the same needs the

same kind of requirements as average children, and the same kind of
personality as average children, then great benefits can come from
everybody involved, not just the handicapped child, or family that has
special crisis needs in terms of trying to get help for their children. The
benefits extend to what the normal child learns, about what a handicap
is, what a handicapped child is. The mixing of the parents of normal
and handicapped children can be very beneficial, and a learning ex-
perience for both.
I think that those technical assistance systems, plus some kind of

spot checks on individual programs to make sure that that 10-percent
provision is being cared for, would be the first step I would take.
I do not think a nationwide monitoring system makes very much

sense, but some kind of spot checks should be done regularly to make
sure that these provisions are being taken care of.
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Mr. BELL. Further questions?
Mr. PRESSLER. No further questions.
Mr. BELL. Dr. Gray, Dr. Gallagher and Ms. Kendall, it has been a

real pleasure to have had you before the committee, and I want to
commend you for your very excellent statements.
At this point I order printed all statements of those who could

not attend and other pertinent material submitted for the record.
[The material referred to follows:]
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Statement by

REPRESENTATIVE PATSY T. MINK

to the
JOINT HEARING

of the

HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION

SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUT
H

SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, POV
ERTY,

AND MIGRATORY LABOR
Concerning

THE CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES ACT
On

March 3, 1975

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be ass
ociated again with

this vital piece of legislation design
ed to strengthen

services to families and children by imp
.rovin day-care,

preschool education, health, nutrition a
nd other services

available to our citizens.

As you know, this haebeen an area of sp
ecial concern

to me since I arrived in Washington ten y
ears ago. Our

ideas were translated into specific 1e7is1a
tion over a long

period of time and we won •a victory with Co
ngressional

approval of the bill of which I was the ori
ginal author

in 1971. Unfortunately, former President Nixon vet
oed the

legislation. We have now attempted to meet the object
ions

which the administration put forth at th
e time of the veto,

and I believe that the present bill be
fore us will accomplish

what we set out to do.

If I may speak to the situation whic
h we find in my

State of Hawaii, the members of the Comm
ittee may be aware

that for a variety of reasons, not the leas
t among them the
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high cost of living in our islands, Hawaii has a higher than

average proportion of working wives and mothers in the labor

force. As in many areas, some of the children of these

families where both parents work do receive good care from

relatives or neighbors or from quality child care programs

while mothers or fathers are away. But too many families

are now forced to leave their children in understaffed and

sometimes damaging environments because they can afford

nothing better. The child care bill we have reintroduced

addresses itself to this area of concern among others.

Others before me have cited the appalling statistics in

what amounts to neglect of the child in meeting nutritional,

health and educational needs. Where services are available,

they are woefully inadequate. Where services are not at all

available, we seek to provide the means whereby they may be

available in the future.

Perhaps the key feature of this bill is the nature of

participation in the Federal funding. Child and family

participation is strictly voluntary, but once having elected

to participate, the family has full input into program

planning and implementation. The family is central to the

program; this cannot be overemphasized. State and local

governments are the potential prime sponsors of these

programs, and I can assure you that in my own State we are
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assured of full participation by governm
ent agencies. And,

of course, of additional importance is the
 fact that these

programs are designed to benefit children fr
om all socio-

economic levels.

The Child and Family Services Act seems to me 
to be a

minimal investment for maximum dividends in 
the future, and

I welcome the broad and bipartisan support f
or the legis-

lation which we have seen with the growing l
ist of co-sponsors

for the bill. I hope and expect that we will be successful

in having the legislation passed this se
ssion.
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STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE SPARK M. MATSUNAGA, MEMBER OF CONGRESS
FROM HAWAII, IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 2968, THE CHILD AND FAMILY
SERVICES ACT, BEFORE THE EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE, SELECT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

March 18, 1975

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate
this opportunity to share with you my views on H.R. 2968, the
Child and Family Services Act, of which I am a sponsor.

I believe that this is landmark legislation -- a far reaching
measure comparable in magnitude to Headstart, even to the
Elementary and Secondary Educ-tion Act. It is the culmination
of five years of Congressional investigations, hearings, and
the passage of several previous bills. It represents the best
knowledge that we have of the way to provide a broad range of
educational and health services to families with young children.

The need for legislation such as H.R. 2968 is apparent. The
increased mobility of American families and the resulting decline
in the extended family and other institutions, the significant
changes in the role of women, the rising cost of living and in-
creased uhemployment are all facts which have had a massive
impact on families in recent years.

Two factors which have contributed significantly to the need
for this legislation are the tremendous increase in the number
of working mothers and single parent homes. More than 27 million
children in America have mothers in the work force and one out
of every three of these working mothers are parents of preschool
children. According to the 1970 National Census, 38.1% of women
in Hawaii with children under the age of six were employed full-
time. The Census also showed that 59.7% of women with children
between the ages of six and 16 were employed full-time. Hawaii
led the nation in thp percentage of mothers who worked full-time.
Presently, some thirteen percent of all children in the U.S. -
approximately 8.3 million - are living with a single parent, 65%
of whom are working parents.

The chief complaint of working mothers in Hawaii and other
parts of the nation is the shortage of adequate care for their
children. Lack of adequate care ofte_ results in injury or ill-
ness and contributes to juvenile delinquency. Educators agree
that the first five to eight years of life are supremely important:
a child learns about his or her environment, develops ways to deal
with problems, becomes socialized and learns to think. Our ex-
perience with the Headstart program has shown us that very young
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children can reap substantial benefits from incr
eased cultural and

educational opportunities.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommitt
ee, I wish to call

your special attention to several importan
t features of H.R. 2968

which make it. in my judgMent, an innovati
ve and thoughtful sol-

ution to child care and health issues.

The basic premise of H.R. 2968 is that famil
ies are the primary

and most important influence on children. Thus, the bill is de-

signed to maximize parent control and family
 participation.

Parents whose children are served under 
these programs will compose

at least 50% of the Child and Family Servi
ce Councils. Broad

parent participation is mandated in the 
Child and Family Service

Plan. All project applicants must establish pare
nt policy com-

mittees, regularly disseminate information
 about program activities

to parents and allow opportunity for
 parents to observe and par-

ticipate in their children's activity. The bill also recognizes

the need for local community decision-making
, by providing that

nonparent members of Child and Family Se
rvice Councils be broadly

representative of the community, that Chil
d and Family Service

Plans must provide for erployment of r
esidents of the community

and that no such plan may be approved un
til the Secretary determines

that opportunity for comment has been gi
ven to local education

and training agencies and Community Action
 or Headstart agencies.

H.R. 2968 would provide quality day-ca
re, after-school and

summer care programs for children. It would also authorize

perinatal medical services for mothers and food and 
nutritional

services for families with children.

Another significant provision of this 
legislation responds to

the need for diagnosis identification and treatment of mental,

psychological and emotional barriers, 
as well as physical problems,

in young children. The bill further mandates that certain
 amounts

of the available funds be reserved for 
special activities relating

to handicapped children, programs for 
migrant and Indian children

and model projects.

Under H.R. 2968, substantial monies ar
e provided for training

for teachers, preservice and inservice
 training for managment

and supervisory posts, parent educatio
n and the development of

educational television programs.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subc
ommittee, you are well

aware of the significance and magnit
ude of this legislation.

You have studied this bill and simi
lar legislation for many years,
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and are to be cosmended fof your decisive and innovative action

in scheduling these joint House-Senate hearings. The Congress

has been called upon to provide solutions to the long standing

problems that middle and low income families face in the field

of child care and health services. Lie can no longer ignore

such need or fail to provide adequately for the healthy growth

and development of our children. I trust that under your able

leadership, the Child and Family Services Act will be law, rather

than a mere proposal in the very near future.

Thank you.

4
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Hon. Martha Keys of Kansas

Statement in support of The Child an
d Family Services Act of 1975

Submitted March 10, 1975

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to
 have this opportunity to give my 

support to

The Child and Family Services Act 
of 1975. This legislation is long overdue, an

d I

hope and trust that it will be han
dled in this Congress with dispatch.

As a mother of four children, I br
ing perhaps a special perspective to

 the

consideration of this bill. There is no doubt in my mind that 
the first few years of

a person's life are vital in deter
mining his or her future. In the complexity of our

world, we must avail ourselves of 
every possible avenue of preparati

on to be

contributing members of a very com
plex and highly organized society.

The physical and emotional environ
ment children first encounter se

ts an

indelible framework for their perc
eption of the world. We have been doing far too

little to make sure that environme
nt is a healthy one for all Amer

ican children.

The Child and Family Services Ac
t is comprehensive legislation, bo

th in its

approach and in the range of servi
ces envisioned. I would like to see special

emphasis on the provision of prena
tal and post-partum medical care f

or mothers. There

is great potential here to reduce 
infant and maternal mortality and 

the incidence of

mental retardation and other birth
 defects.

It should be emphasized that the
 legislation requires parental 

involvement in

planning and supervising of the 
services to be offered. This factor is crucial, both

for adoption of the bill and for its success. The family is the most importa
nt

influence on an individual and t
he building block for our societ

y.

There have been misconceptions i
n the past that legislation of 

this nature is

an attack on the family, an at
tempt to substitute a government

al agency for a child's

parents. Nothing could be further from th
e truth. The purpose of this bill is to

help the family--by providing me
dical care, educational programs

, nutritional services,

special training programs, day c
are, and a wide range of other s

ervices.

-more-
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But whatever the program, the focus will be on the family. With parents and

public agencies working together, more children than ever before will enter a

secure and healthy world, and our world will be the better for it.

-30-
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February 21, 1975

Senator Walter Mondale

Chairman
Subcommittee on Children & Youth

Room 443 - Russell Building

Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Mondale:

I represent a day care center in Fairbanks, 
Alaska,

that gives "priority to those pre-school c
hildren and

families with the greatest economic or human
 needs, in

a manner designed to strengthen family lif
e and to insure

decision making at the community level, wi
th direct par-

ticipation of the parents of the children 
served and other

individuals and organizations in the commu
nity interested

in child and family service."

We have been able to survive for the past 3 
1/2 years

only through the generosity of private donor
s, state aid

(in the form of Food Service), Neighborhood 
Youth Corps,

Work Incentive programs, and the sacrifices 
of a highly

skilled and dedicated staff willing to live 
on poverty

level wages to care for the children. We are able to

accomodate, in licensed centers and homes,
 all the children

in need of services in the Fairbanks area,
 and are at

present filled to capacity. Most of the remaining thousands

of children who need day care in Fairbanks are
 staying

with underpaid and overburdened baby-sitters
 or are being

left alone in sub-standard housing at sub-ze
ro temperatures.

Your legislation, S. 626, the most eloquen
t and

practical I have read, is our greatest hope 
for saving all

these children. A Congress that cares at all about childre
n

will pass it overwhelmingly.

Sincerely,

Mary Afgan
Enep'put Children's Center
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Mr. Jack Duncan
Subcommittee on Select Education
2178 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jack:

1140 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W.

SUITE 401

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036

(202) 872-0311

These are representative statements from the National Asso-
ciation of School Psychologists regarding the questions from
Congressman Alphonzo Bell.

QUESTION 1A: Should we put our emphasis in this legislation
on serving all children, or should we restrict the number
who are eliqiEle? Please explain why.

ANSWER 1A: Since funds are limited at this point, those
children who have a handicap or a developmental disabil-
ity which needs amelioration before school entry, should
probably be given preference.

QUESTION 1B: How should children be selected?

ANSWER 1B: A comprehensive process of evaluation can be
done utilizing the experience which the children now have
and including parents, siblings, teachers or whoever is
available to help evaluate children at a screening level.
More complex evaluation should then be done by trained
professionals to set priorities in needed experiences,
training and/or education.

QUESTION 1C: Should only poor children be served?

ANSWER 1C: Not necessarily, although being "poor" is a con-
sideration, many middle class and lower middle class
children have similar difficulties with the possible
exception of malnutrition and exposure to disease.
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QUESTION 1D: Should services be provided for thennear-p
oor"?

ANSWER 1D: If the "near-poor" division is made on the av
ail-

ability of adequate health services and nutriti
on then

they still should be included.

QUESTION 1E: Should children whose parents (or parent) are

above the poverty line be allowed to particip
ate in these

programs? --- If yes, under what conditions?

ANSWER 1E: When a child has been determined either throu
gh

diagnosis or evaluation as well as through ob
servation of

an informal nature (public health nurse, Sund
ay School

teacher, neighbor or parent) to have a developm
ental prob-

lem of social, psychological, physiological, me
ntal, emo-

tional, nutritional or medical nature, he/she
 should not

be excluded.

QUESTION 1F: Does every child who comes from a family belo
w

the poverty level require child care services?

ANSWER 1F: Not unless there is no adequate adult availab
le

to provide them, but the likelihood of consis
tent parenting

should be a factor.

QUESTION 2A: How can we determine what quality is?

ANSWER 2A: One of the more effective methods is to estab
lish

criteria which are "measurable." Example: "Every child

will learn to walk/run with good control of his
/her legs

and arms by May." - Or if that's too broad - "J
ohn will

learn -" on an individual basis if not appropriaTe- for

groups. When objectives are written to demand quality

performance - they can be monitored.

QUESTION 2B: The Headstart program is the largest model

available simply because the most money is sp
ent on it.

Should we use the Headstart program and all o
f its supple-

mental services, professional personnel, meth
ods, and

techniques as a yardstick to measure quality?

ANSWER 2B: It would be unfair to measure a model simply 
be-

cause it is the largest available - but since
 data is pro-

bably more accessible in the ilcadstart model,
 it could

serve as a baseline for making qualitative de
cisions for

expanding, initiating or terminating any serv
ices which

can be measured by some accomplishment of a s
pecific per-

formance objective.
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QUESTION 2C: Are all of those services and all of those

people really necessary, and do they, in themselves, con-

stitute or guarantee quality?

ANSWER 2C: People are necessary for a program on the basis

of their skills and capabilities and the way in which they

use them. No professional "title" guarantees quality but
rather professional competency demonstrated.

QUESTION 2D: Should Headstart be the model for all programs

developed under this legislation? If your answer is no,

please explain why and explain the reason why you think
it is not adequate. If your answer is yes, do you agree

that if Headstart is so good, should we simply amend the

Headstart legislation to provide services to all children
and not have to deal through this legislation?

ANSWER 2D: That's a complex consideration. The expansion of

existing programs may be the easiest way to handle prob-

lems, but the consideration of the actual place of a Head-

start program in a community context is the more important

question. The "loss" of both children and services which

often takes place between Headstart and the public school

is disastrous in many areas. Skills acquired are not con-

tinued and services have a tendency to be related to the

age of children rather than their needs. Some means of

consistent and continuous service must be brought into our

child development program. Childr&TTi- needs do not neces-

sarily stop or change when the magic "kindergarten age"

is acquired. Likewise, "prevention" is a hollow word when

a developmentally disabled child walks through the school

door at age 5 or 6.

QUESTION 2E: Are social workers, psychologists, nutritionists,

and other specialists really necessary? Please explain why.

ANSWER 2E: The opportunity for social workers, psychologists,

nutritionists, speech therapists, occupational therapists

to be invoyed immediately with developmental problems, regar-

less of the agency who employs them, is critical.

QUESTION 2F: Should educational enrichment be a mandatory part

of any child care program? To what extent?

ANSWER 2F: "Enrichment" can be accomplished for any program

and absorbed by a child only as long as the basic capacity

to do so exists. This concept assumes that any of us has

the basic experience which is to be enriched. Consequently,

enrichment is at one end of the experience continuum as it

presupposes both the ability to reach that level and the
building blocks of sequenced experience which makes enrich-
ment accessible.
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QUESTION 2G; Should new facilities be constructed, or s
hould

existing buildings be used? Should there be any restric-

tions placed on financing in this area?

ANSWER 2G: Where facilities cannot meet standards in 
a commu-

nity, either the remodeling, or building proc
ess should be

considered in view of utilizing facilities
 which may belong

to other community agencies and also would
 provide consisten-

cy in services. Financing new buildings usually gives the

impression that such an approach is first 
choice - where

in fact a proliferation of new buildings m
ay not be effi-

cient or realistically be the best choice 
for either the

economy or the childhood populEic7m.

QUESTION 2H: Are professionals necessary to operate the
se pro-

grams, or can para- or non-professionals d
o the job as well?

ANSWER 2H: Para-professionals under the supervision a
nd as a

part of a team can quite well provide serv
ices, if there is

an agreed upon program for the group and/o
r the child.

Skills in working with children are not de
gree-bound.

QUESTION 21: What is the ideal worker to child ratio. 
Please

explain your answer.

ANSWER 21: The ratio of worker to child is a function
 of the

amount of time a child needs a certain p
erson to accomplish

a given task. Many people may be offering multiple ser
vices

in a day to given child, but there are c
ertainly times when

one person may be extensively involved w
ith one child for

a whole morning, for example.

QUESTION 2J: Should parents be involved in the progra
ms? How

and to what extent? Should they be employed?

ANSWER 2J: If parents are not involved, they may lose
 motiva-

tion and certainly cannot give the child c
ontinuous help.

There is also the "psychological distance"
 which often

exists when someone else can help our ch
ild learn rather than

we being able to do so - or being exclud
ed from this positive

experience.

QUESTION 2K: Should children be served one, two, or t
hree

meals a day? How many snacks?

ANSWER 2K: Some children may need all three meals, bu
t the

concern also may be about the child deve
lopment program

"taking over" the parent role and the 
creation of a dependency 

between the center and parents, which ma
y be creating another

socio-psychological problem for the chil
d/his family/the school

and community. Meals should be available but joint resp
on-

sibility with parents must also be conside
red.
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QUESTION 2L: How many hours a day should centers be open?

ANSWER 2L: The availability of the center should be deter-
mined by the services offered, and other agencies may be
participating during any time of the day or week permitting
maximum use of space and personnel.

QUESTION 2M: What type of program does a child really need
in order to achieve a maximum educational experience?

ANSWER 2M: That's a philosophical and professional dilemma -
but generally as education of school age children, the pre-
dominant emphasis in learning should include the child's
developmental levels rather than chronological age, mental
age, I.Q. This approach allows for the variance among 
children and also for the variability within a child of
his many skills (language, motor, social etc.).

QUESTION 3A: In your opinion what specific role should the
public schools have in any legislation we develop? Please
explain your reasons.

ANSWER 3A: This has been mentioned above, but the inclusion
of the public school in any legislation for preschool pro-
vides the same kind of psychological security as the in-
volvement of the parent in joint responsibility. It is
much easier to work with anyone or any problem if you are
included at the beginning, rather than brought in at a
point where developmental prevention is not possible.

QUESTION 33: Should the schools have the primary role in
child development?

ANSWER 3B: In some districts this will most certainly be
true, and in fact PL 93-380 is a giant step in that direction.
However, agencies other than the schools who have traditional
and in some cases exemplary roles in child development
either should be "child managers" or on the "community
child-development team."

QUESTION 3C: Should the schools have a supplementary role?
If so, to what degree.

ANSWER 3C: As we note - the agency or persons having the
primary responsibility based on the child's need rather
than 222 should head the team.

SLJ/lv
cc: Dr. Jean Leppaluoto

Mr. Michael Chrin
Mr. Frederick Dornback
Ms. Judy Jackson

Sincerely,

,,--- 7
zei4 c(75-

Sara Lyon ames4/Ph.D.
Executiv Director
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S S
CATHOLIC SOCIAL SERVICES, INC.

1200 N. BROOM STREET WILMINGTON, DELAWARE 19806

Phone (Area Code 302) 655-9624

April 14, 1975

Mr. Jack Duncan, Counsel
Subcommittee on Select Education
2178 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Duncan:

Enclosed are the answers to Congressman Bell's questions which have been

formulated in the name of the National Conference of Catholic Charities.

We hope our answers will be helpful.

Sincerely urs,

(Msgr.) Thomas J. Reese, ACSW
Executive Director

TJR:mh
Enclosure
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APR 1 0 1975
QUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN ALPHONZO BELT,

1. Vhatever figure is finally put into the budget for this program, you
recognize as I do that it will not be possible to serve every child in
America and that we must make judgrents as to which children should be
served.

A. Should we put our emphasis in this legislation on serving ALL
children, or should we restrict the number who are eligible?
Please explain why.

The emphasis in the Child and Family Services bill should be on
serving the children and families who are undergoing the greatest
economic deprivation and human need. The benefits of the program
will be necessarily curtailed by any level of authorization. Priority
should be given to the children with the greatest need.

B. How should children be selected?

The first critPrion for selection of children should be the request
of the parents. Priorities for eligibility established by the bill
reserve funds proportionately for economically disadvantaged, for
migrant and Indian children, for the handicapped, for children of
working mothers and of single parent families and for children under
six.

C. Should only poor children be served?

Poor children need not and should not be isolated from other children.
Programs should be socially and culturally integrated to facilitate
the total development of the child for a better society.

D. Should services be provided for the "Near Poor"?

E. Should children whose parents (or parent) who are above the poverty
line be allowed to participate in these programs? --- If yes, under
what conditions?

Service to children of parents whose income is above the poverty
level should be included in this program. A fee schedule should be
designed to permit enrollment based upon the ability to pay. Title
XX of the Social Service Arendments of 1974 provides a rodel for
fee schedules.

F. Does every child who c..Ares from a family below the poverty level
require child care services?

Every child who comes from a family below the poverty level does not
necessarily require day rare services. But it seers unlikely that
parents with such a level of incou would be able to provide for the
diagnostic, medical and nutritional services necessary to insure the
well being of the child.
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2. The last questions pertained to quantity or numbers of children to serve.
These Questions refer to the auality of programs. I start with the
assumption that no one will intentionally establish a program which is
"inferior". Therefore:

A. How can we determine what quality is?

The 1968 Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements provides a means
of measuring standards by which the quality of day care can be
evaluated. This bill provides for the promulgation of a cuiluun
set of program standards which will be applicable to all programs
providing Child care services under any Federal Act.

B. The Head Start Program is the largest model available simply because
the most money is spent on it. Should we use the Head Start Program
and all of its supplemental services, professional personnel, methods,
and techniques as a yardstick to measure quality?

The Head Start Program was designed to respond to needs of an earlier
day. Among the good effects of this program was the impetus it gave
to child development progrars and study on a national level. It is
not necessarily the only ELAIel available for imitation.

C. Are all of those services and all of those people really necessary,
and do they, in themselves, constitute or guarantee quality?

Supplemental services, professional personnel, methods and techniques

are a necessary part of a quality child development program but of
themselves they cannot guarantee quality. Beyond providing for the
promulgation of Federal Standards for Child Care the present bill
suggests not less than 5% of the total amount available for monitoring
and enforcing standards.

D. Should Head Start be the iaxJel for all programs developed under this
legislation? If your answer is no, please explain why and explain
the reasons why you think it is not adequate. If your answer is yes,
do you agree that if Head Start is so good, should we simply amend
the Head Start legislation to provide services to all children and not
have to deal through this legislation.

•
The Child and Family Services Bill, placing greater emphasis on ser-
vice and support to families, has a broader scope than the Head Start
Program. It should not be limited by the purposes and objectives of
Head Start. Advances in the field of child develooment have provided
other Ludels for programs. Organizations such as the Child Welfare
League of America make the setting of standards for child care a prime
function. There are other resources for on-giong development of models.

E. Are social workers, psychologists, nutritionists, and other specialists
really necessary? Please explain why.

The purpose of the bill emphasizes strengthening the family. It would
seem that professional pPrsonnel such as psychologists, social workers
and nutritionists should be available for consultation for the develop-
ment, op-ration and the critique of programs. Social workers could
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facilitate contact with and services needed by families; psychologists
are necessary for the diagnosis of emotional problems which impede
healthy development in children; and nutritionists are important for
service to the family in planning and training for parenting.

F. Should educational enrichment be a mandatory part of any Child care
program? TO what extent?

Any development of good human relationships anticipated or accomplished
by the program would provide broad educational enrichment for the child.

G. Should new facilities be constructed, or should existing buildings
be used? Should there be any restrictions placed on financing in
this area?

Wherever possible existing buildings should be used as facilities for
day care before construction of new facilities should be considered.
If the construction of new facilities is necessary, private profit making
agencies should not be eligible for the benefits for facilities as
described in Title III, Section 301 of H.R. 2966.

H. Are professionals necessary to operate these programs, or can para-
ar non-professionals do the job as well?

Para-professionals and non-professionals should be able to perform
adequately many of the tasks of these programs under the training and
direction of child development professionals.

I. What is the ideal worker to child ratio. Please explain your answer.

The Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements of 1968 provide suitable
standards for the ratios of adults to children for the various types
of facilities as well as for the grouping of children for the various
age groups. Those standards should be subject to continuing evaluation
and improvement.

J. Should parents be involved in the prograns? How and to what extent?
Should they be employed?

Parents Should he involved in the program as partners with the
administrators and personnel of the centers. They should be active
participants in any decisions which affect the well being of their
children. They should be given priority in employment wherever feasible.

K. Should children be served one, two, or three meals a day? How many
snacks?

Children should be served meals according the number of hours spent
in the center. Snacks should also be served.

L. How many hours a day should centers be open?

Centers should be open the number of hours necessary to allow for the
working day of the parents.

M. at type of program does a child really need in order to achieve a
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maximum educational experience?

A child needs a program suited to his age and level of
 development.

The opportunity to learn About and to appreciate differe
nces between

himself and his peers would be a valuable experience.

3. Possibly the most important question that I can ask 
pertains to the program

delivery system. Because any child who enters a preschool program wi
ll

eventually attend public school, I believe there sho
uld be some working

relationship with the local public schools.

A. In your opinion what specific role should the public s
chools have

in any legislation we develop? Please explain your reasons.

It does not necessarily follow that any child who en
ters a preschool

program will eventually attend public school. A number of such child-

ren might attend a parochial or other school. Public schools should

participate as sponsors of centers for day care 
services but the role

of the specific school would depend upon its own pr
ograms, its re-

sources in personnel and its ability to reach out
 to this new task.

B. Should the schools have the primary role in child de
velopment?

The primary role and responsibility in child developm
ent belongs

to the parents.

C. Should the schools have a supplementary role? If so, to what degree.

The schools assist the parents with their expertise in
 methods of

imparting knowledge and skills necessary for the 
complete develop-

ment of the student. They should facilitate the discernment of poten-

tials which are particular to the student, stimulat
e motivation and

give the impetus and encouragement to the life ti
me task of education.



560

OFFICERS

President:
Dr. Cynthia Wedel

American National Red Cross

First VI. President:
Chester Pierce, M.D.

Mental Health Film Board

Second VI. Preside.
General John F McMahon

Volunteers of America

Secretary:
Dr. Envin Friedman

Child Clinical Psychology Sec..
American Psychological Assn.

Treasurer:
J.n J. McManus

AFL-CIO

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Chauncey A Alexander

National Assn. of Social Workers
Michael Angelo

United Farm Workers of America
Mrs. Max Ascoli

Citizens Committee for Children
of New York, Inc.

Brother Joseph Berg
National C.ference of Catholic

Charities
Doreen Brown

National Council ot Jewish Women
Marvin Cornblath, M.D.

American Academy of Pediatrics
Howard Gib.

Boys' Clubs of America
LaDonna Harris

Americans for Indian Opportunity
Dorothy I. Height

National Council of Negro Women
Moe Hoffman

National Jewish Welfare Board
Mary Dublin Keyserling

National Consumers League
Mary Logan

AFL-CIO
Carl J. Megel

American Federation of Teachers
Evelyn Moore

Black Child Development Institute
Robert Nathan

American Freedom from
Hunger Foundation
Dr. Damaris Pease

American Home Economics Assn.
William Pierce

Child Welfare League of America
Julius B. Richmond, M.D.

American Orthopsychiatric Assn.
Robert Robinson

National Urban League
Dr. Marilyn Smith

National Association for the
Education of Yotmg Children

William P. VazqueZ
La Causa Con.

Brigadier Mary E. Verner
The Salvation Army

Dick Warden
United Auto Worker,

Rev. Chenoweth J. Watson
United Church of Christ

Division of Health a. Welfare
Sara-Alyce Wright

National Board of the YWCA
Of the U.S.A.

National Council of
Organizations for
Children and Youth
1910 K Street, N.W. • Washington, D. C. 20006 Judith S. Helms
Telephone: Area Code (202) 785-4180 Executive Director

11 March 1975

Mr. Jack Duncan
Subcommittee on Select Education
2178 Rayburn Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jack:

I have in front of me the questions from Congressman Bell
which were distributed at the Child and Family Services
hearings.

Although I would obviously like to be helpful, I am afraid
that as director of NCOCY, I cannot respond. As you know,
we are a coalition of close to 200 organizations, many of
which have differing points of view on these questions.
For this reason, it would be impossible for me to take a
specific position. I am sure, however, that in the testimony
that follows you will be hearing from many of our member
organizations.

Thanks for the article for our newsletter. It was good to
see you.

Fondly,

Judith S. elms
Executive irector
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The League of Women Voters of the United States

1730 U STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 • TEL. (202) 206-1
770

February 28, 1975

Statement for Joint Hearings

by the

Select Education Subcommittee of the House Education and Labor Comm
ittee

and the

Subcommittee on Children and Youth of the Senate Labor and Public Welfa
re Committee

by

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES

on
S 626 and HR 2966

The Child and Family Services Act of 1975"

The League of Women Voters of the United States supports the Child and Fam
ily Ser-

vices Act of 1975 (HR 2966 and S 626) and thanks its sponsors for their 
continuing

efforts to assure adequate child and family services for all Americans.

The League has supported Headstart since its inception, and we are pleased
 to note

that the program's funding is protected under Title I, Section 3 of the act
. For

several years, we have advocated public support of day care facilit
ies and programs

to permit low-income parents to take advantage of training, education 
and work oppor-

tunities. In the present economic situation, in which unemployment among breadwi
n-

ners is growing and more mothers are forced to seek work outside th
e home to meet

rising living costs, the need for quality child care services becom
es even more

acute.

The Child and Family Services Act of 1975 not only expands employme
nt opportunities

for single and working parents, but offers job opportunities fo
r the poor. Title I,

Section 106 requires prime sponsors to hire low-income persons 
and the unemployed

and Section 102 provides for preservice and inservice training 
of volunteers and

paid staff. Title IV, establishing training grants for professionals and pars-
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professionals in the child care and family services fields, will help meet future

staffing needs. We note also that the mortgage insurance program for construction

of new comprehensive child service facilities plus research and demonstration grants

under Title III should generate other jobs in segments of the economy which have

been hard hit by unemployment.

HR 2966 and S 626 outline a comprehensive approach to family services and authorize

adequate funding to carry out mandated programs. The varied educational, nutrition

and medical services offered in Title I, Section 102 should meet the needs of chil-

dren in most communities.

All centers providing services should meet stringent quality standards. The League

therefore supports the requirement that educational, health and safety standards be

established for all day care centers funded under the act, at least equal to and

preferably better than those set forth in the 1968 Interagency Day Care Requirements.

We hope that the Title II provision for monitoring and enforcement of criteria set

by the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare and HEW's new Office of Child and

Family Services will ensure that developmental, not just custodial child care is

available.

In Title I, Section 106, the legislation gives priority (65% of the funding) to eco-

nomically disadvantaged families, and makes their children eligible for free ser-

vices. League members have consistently supported mandating the allocation of funds

in such a way as to assure the availability of slots for the poor. At the same time,

a sliding scale of fees-for-services based on number of children and ability to pay

also permits a healthy mix of children from various social and economic backgrounds

that will enrich the experience for all participants.

-2-



563

Section 105 and 106 of Title I require community and parental participation in both

the planning and operation of all services. We feel these provisions are vital. We

also agree that participation in any program should be completely voluntary and only

at the request of parents. Parents must continue to have primary responsibility for

their children's lives.

The definition of prime sponsorship contained in Section 104, Title I, permitting

states, localities or combinations of localities to operate programs, is workable

and realistic. The fact that local units of government of any size may serve as

prime sponsors permits local control of programs and allows flexibility in meeting

specific community needs.

The Child and Family Services Act of 1975 call, for a partnership of parents, state,

local and federal government, working together in the interests of America's chil-

dren. We hope that this year Congress will enact a program that will start the

nation toward the goal of adequate services to meet the health, social and education-

al needs of all our children. Since this legislation is a major step in that direc-

tion, we file this statement of support for the hearing record.
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THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS

In the last few years, some pretty important
people have been saying that we need a federally
supported program of comprehensive child care.

In 1969 President Nixon said "... many of the
problems of poverty are traceable directly to early
childhood experience.... 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 develop-
ment during the first five years of life."

In 1970 the White House Conference on Children
said that American children's number one need is
for laws to provide comprehensive child care. It
said these programs should be

Bella Combs—age 4

This publication was made possible by grants
of funds from the David Dubinsky Fund of the
International Ladies Garment Workers and from
the Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America.

• 1.973 League of Women Voters Education Fund
'This is a League of Women Voters Education Fund publication
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voluntary
family-centered—involvingo  parents at every step

a under local control
n available to all children, with priority for those

whose need is greatest
Li federally funded

comprehensive
a varied, so families could choose what was best

for them.

In 1971 Congress developed and passed a child
care bill that met these criteria (Title V of the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1971—
S.2007).

In 1973 we still do not have a nationwide
program of comprehensive child care. The bill
was vetoed and none has taken its place.

America's children have not disappeared; child
care needs have not disappeared either. In fact,
the needs are greater than ever.

What's holding things up? The doubts some
people feel about a federal program of child care,
doubts that the President expressed in his veto
message. Yet these doubts—about cost ... about
need .. . about state control of children—are often
based on myths and misconceptions. They are
doubts which experience has proven to be
unfounded.

The next pages offer some facts to answer these
doubts, to dispel myths, to clear up
misconceptions.

But first, some sorting out of labels.

What's day care? Day care is a loose label for
child care services outside the family. It can apply
to evening as well as daytime services. It can
apply to care in a home or in a. center. It can mean
minimal custodial care. Or it can mean compre-
hensive, developmental care. It is this second kind
that the White House Conference and the Congress
and the President were talking about. It's the kind
we're talking about, too.

What's comprehensive day care? It's care
providing whatever medical, nutritional, social and
educational services will meet the specific needs
of the children served. The goal is the best
possible development of the whole child.

3

myth
There is no big, pressing need for a national
program of comprehensive day care.

Vivi Wheeler—age 31/2
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fact
In March 1972, in America
... one out of every three mothers with children
under six was working;
... almost 41/2 million mothers with children under
six were in the labor force. Census estimates are
for another 11/2 million by 1980.
For the 5.6 million presChoolers whose mothers
work, there are only about 1 million licensed day-
care slots (some 700,000 in centers, 250,000 in
homes, in 1971). Another 2 million are cared for
in unlicensed centers or by relatives outside the
home.
What about the other 21/2 million or so?
Some are cared for by relatives in the home. The
rest are left to fend for themselves. In Chicago
alone, the city welfare department estimates that
700 children under six are left alone each day
without any formal supervision while their mothers
work. Records are hard to come by, so these are
minimum verified figures. The total could easily be
higher. Consider, for example, the number of
domestic workers who fall outside the statistical
net.
Why are children left alone? Why do parents need
help in meeting their young children's needs?
Many families, with the best will in the world, do
not have the resources to give their preschoolers
all the kinds of care they need.
Certainly those parents whose incomes are below
the poverty level—many of them working mothers
—have a hard time meeting all the needs of their
3.5 million preschool-age children.
But it isn't only youngsters from poor families who
need comprehensive day care. Some children
from every income group need it. Some need
companionship, some need specialized services
that are not widely available at any price under
our present piecemeal approach.

As things stand, all too many children enter first
grade already handicapped for life—hobbled by
unsolved health problems, limited life experiences,
emotional deficiencies. At the same time, all too
many mothers from middle-income as well as poor

.families are effectively denied a choice about
whether or not to use their abilities in work outside
the home.

5

myth
The nation can't afford to fund a comprehensive
day care program.

Vivi Wheeler—age 31/2

57-649 0 - 76 - pt. 3 - 9
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fact
First, to put things in perspective, let's consider
the first-full-year price tag of $2 billion on the
vetoed 1971 bill. Compare it with some of these
figures.
ED We've put out $4 billion on a C5A program.
For that outlay we have five planes still full of
operational flaws.
o The price of a foot and a half of interstate
highway—$2400 in 1971—can give one child first-
rate developmental care for one year.
ED The proposed peacetime budget for fiscal
1974 calls for $81 billion for defense—an increase
of $4.6 billion over the wartime budget of fiscal
1973, without any guarantees that these billions
will be spent efficiently.
Second, no one can project by the square inch or
the pound the cost effectiveness of a nationwide
program of comprehensive child care. The values
being sought are, as in public education, largely
intangible. But there are strong indications of its
worth. Experience with Headstart and other HEW
programs clearly demonstrates the need, the
importance, the value, and the success to be
anticipated from such a program.
Third, there are other parts of the ledger book that
should be looked at, in reckoning the net cost of
such a program— in dollars alone, aside from
social gains and losses.
O Though we don't do the kind of accounting that
puts a hard figure on the dollar costs of failing
to give children a good start in life, those costs
are very high—a fact documented over and over
in studies of delinquency, crime, unemployment
and welfare.
ii Nor do we have a way to figure the economic
loss when talents are not developed or skills
are not acquired.
Li The undeveloped or unused skills of many
women are another uncounted loss. The economy
would benefit markedly from the contributions of
those women who, with expanded day care
services, would join the labor force.
Perhaps we swallow the camel of $81 billion for
defense and strain at the gnat of $2 billion for
child care because we've always paid for guns
and planes and we have never paid for child
care—mothers have delivered it "free."

7

myth
A national child care program "would commit the
vast moral authority of the national government
on the side of communal approaches to child-
rearing over against the family-centered approach."

John Greenawalt—age 4

myth
There is little public interest or support for a
national child care program.

Bella Combs—age 4
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fact myth
If a program based on state control of children
were being advocated, then these worries might
have some basis. BUT NO SUCH FEDERAL
CHILD CARE PROGRAM IS BEING PROPOSED.
QUITE THE OPPOSITE. All proposals for a
national comprehensive day care program have
had as a major goal strengthening families.
For example, these were features of S.2007:

Voluntary Parents could choose where to send
their children and whether to send them.

Parent control Local parents would have the
chief voice in each center's policy, program
design, and operation.
Protection of parents' rights in the law itself
S. 2007 contained specific language to guard
against any infringement on the moral or legal
right of parents or guardians with respect to the
moral, mental, emotional or physical development
of their children.
Far from undermining parents' roles, good programs
can help parents to be better parents.

fact
The demand is here right now. Private, for-profit
day care centers are flourishing, even with
charges averaging almost S1.000 a year for
minimal care. Certainly, at these prices, it can't
be argued that only the poor want day care.
Over a hundred national organizations with broad
constituencies of parents, educators, child
development experts, minority groups, community
groups, mayors, women, churches, and labor
unions back such a program. Among them are:
AFL-CIO, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of
America, Child Welfare League of America,
Common Cause, Day Care and Child Development
Council of America, International Ladies Garment
Workers Union, Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights, League of Women Voters of the United
States, League of Cities, National Association for
the Education of the Young, National Council of
Churches, National Council of Jewish Women,
National Council on Hunger and Malnutrition,
National Council of Negro Women, National
Education Association, NOW, National Women's
Political Caucus, U.S. Conference of Mayors,
UAW, Urban League, and YWCA.

9

Federally supported child care programs would
impose a new layer of federal bureaucrats atop
state and local efforts.

Elizabeth Lyle Kinkead—age 5

myth
There aren't enough qualified people to staff so
many child development centers.

S i5 /A --1-\\TLT.

Wayne Combs—age 3
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fact
The states are doing more than in the past, but
still very little, in public preschool programs,
because they simply don't have enough resources.

Many states have had to look to private non-profit
organizations for funding or for money to match
federal grants. Few states require kindergarten.

Some states are now taking steps to coordinate
child care programs or establish state offices of
child development, but few have actually
committed dollars to programs. So there's little
state responsibility being exercised, for the
federal government to usurp.

The shoe is really on the other foot. Far from
taking over states' rights, a federally funded
program would enable the states to carry out
in fact a responsibility which is now theirs
mostly in theory.

fact
Generally, people don't train themselves for
nonexistent jobs. When there is a greater demand,
there will be more trained personnel.

The terms "qualified" and "trained" need to be
looked at. Quality day care does require that
directors and head teachers have extensive
academic training. But many day care programs
are finding ways to train other personnel from
the community. Teenagers, mothers, senior
citizens, both men and women, are being easily
and quickly trained for paraprofessional work—
often in cooperation with community colleges.

The benefits are many. Local people know the
life situation of the children, and they keep the
community involved in the life of the center.

11

myth
We already have programs to take care of the
health needs of America's poor children.

Elizabeth Lyle Kinkead—age 5
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fact
"Expansion" of nutritional and medical services
for the poor has been mostly a paper operation.
Real expansion has been modest in scale and
slow to get underway. And now those slowly
expanding services are being sharply contracted.
Examples:

III The special milk program has been cut back
from $96.4 million in fiscal '73 to $24.4 million for
fiscal '74.

0 The day care special food service program
budget for '74 is $80.6 million. This represents an
increase of 8.1%. But before you cheer take a
closer look. $60 million of these funds represent
commodities, and commodities have increased in
cost. That means there will be no increase in the
commodities distributed. Despite the budget
"increase" this program will not serve an
appreciably increased number of children.

0 Health services to children from poor families
are being cut back or are being delivered only
under pressure. The new federal social services
regulations will cut day care and related services,
largely by imposing severe eligibility guidelines.
In another instance, the government has only
begun to implement in early 1973 (after litigation)
a law passed in 1969 providing early screening.
diagnosis and treatment for medicaid-eligible
children.

Elizabeth Brown—age 5
13

myth
Only the poor need publicly supported
comprehensive day care. The private sector can
meet the child care needs of other people.

William Hadley—age 3

‘",
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fad
It isn't just the poor who would benefit from a
federally backed day care program.
A great many families pay for care in privately
run centers. What are those dollars buying?

The National Council of Jewish Women recently
surveyed the day care scene and came up with a
discouraging picture. Judging only how centers
cared for physical, not developmental, needs,
they rated only 1% of the profit-making centers
superior; only 15% good; and another 35% fair.
They found that parent participation was almost
nil. The ratio of adults to children was generally
poor, and the qualifications of staff were well
below par.

Why so bad?

It's no mystery...

Quality day care is beyond the pocketbook of
most working mothers, even in the middle-income
bracket.

According to Mary Dublin Keyserling (former
director of the Women's Bureau, U. S. Department
of Labor) in the NC,JW's Windows on Day Care,
$18.50 per child per week (1971 figures) is the
average fee. That's $962 a year, a great strain on
many budgets. Yet quality developmental day
care costs two to three times that. HEW says it
takes from $2150 to $2700 a year, without adding
in a profit.

So, children in many day care centers are getting
pretty much what their parents can afford to pay
for—custodial care ... "warehousing." That's not
good enough.

Meanwhile, the cost of quality day care at
private-enterprise prices is also effectively
depriving many women of a choice about whether
or not to work outside the home—this in an era in
which choice is becoming daily more prized.

The real question is: will day care be piecemeal,
makeshift and minimal? Or will it be first-class,
developmental, and accessible to all? To invest
in the second kind is to invest in our own future
as a nation.

15

fact
You can help our country get a national
program of comprehensive day care.
vo You can scotch myths and half truths
wherever you hear them.
mor You can make clear that a comprehensive
day care program would serve all sorts of
families, not just the poor.

You can tell your political leaders loud and
often that you need and want quality day care.
vo You can speak realistically about the
costs of having such a program—and of not
having one.
fro You can work with others to foster both
community education and action.
vo You can get in touch with the League
nearest to you.

ORDER FROM
League of Women Voters of the United States
1730 M Street, NW.. Washington. D. C. 20036
Pub. No. 281 35c a copy 50/ $3.50 .4...7.4.•
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PATRICIA SCHROEDER

1ST DISTRICT, DENVER, COLORADO

DISTRICT OFFICE:

DENVER FEDERAL BUILDING

1767 HIGH STREET

DENVER, COLO.. 80218

(303) 837-2354

WASHINGTON OFFICE:

1131 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-4431

Congraq4 of tbe Elniteb 'tate
jboute of ilepreOentatibeO

F1tiOington,30.e. 20515

February 28, 1975

Mr. John Brademas, Chairman

Select Subcommittee on Education

Suite 2181 Rayburn

Dear Mr. Brademas:

ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL

SERVICE COMMITTEE

Please take into consideration the attached correspondence when you

mark-up H.R. 2966, The Child and Family Services Act.

I agree with Section 106 (b) (14) of the Act, as I feel that public

and private non-profit agencies should be given priority consideration

since they are, on the whole, more in need of such assistance than

profit-oriented concerns. However, I also feel that profit-oriented

concerns should not be excluded from consideration for financial assist-

ance as they are in Section 109 (e).

Sincerely,

/Patricia Schroeder
Congresswoman

PS/c1

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLE-FIBER
S
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209 East Plum Street
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521
Telephone: (303) 484-3016

JACK AND JILL
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER

BILL D. SLACK, OWNER-BUSINESS MANAGER
SUSAN L. SLACK, OWNER-SCHOOL DIRECTOR

January 31, 1975

The Honorable Representative Schroeder
Ulited States Hcuse of Representatives
House Office Building
Washington D.C. 20515

Dear Sir,

I am the Director of a proprietary child care center. This
letter to you concerns the proposed H. R. 15882 sponsored by
Mondale and Brademas.

I believe the bill should be changed to include proprietary
schools in its financial assistance. A majority of the children
in the United States are now cared for in this type of school
and the child can be benefited more here than anywhere else as
recent studies have shown.

Sec. 109 (e) Page 38 and s 3754 Sec. 106 (b) (14) excludes
proprietary centers.

Sec. 106. (b) (14)
provides proceaures for the approval of project applications
submitted in accordance with section 107, including procedures
for pri_orily consideration of applications submitted by public
and private non-profit agencies and organizations with ongoing
child development programs;

Sec. 109 (e)
The section provides certain conditions for Federal assistance
for constructing or acquiring facilities, including labor
standards, repayment to the government in case the facility is
used for other purposes, and certain limits on loan interest
and repayment periods. Financial assistance for construction
or acquisition of facilities shall be available only to public
and private nonprofit agencies, institutions or organizations.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Susan L. Slack



575

Statement of the Pnrent Policy Committee
of the National Child Day Care Assoc.

March 1975

Attention : To the House Select Subcommittee
on Education, Representative, John Brademus

Dear Sir:

In as much as the Child Care bill presently before Congress directly affect us, we wish

to express our views on the necessity for this legislation. Developmental Child Care

programs are essential to children and their families. The children are more aware

of themselves as individuals and the world around them. They are learning conceptual

skills, serialization, self-expression, independence, social interaction, and some

academic skills. Our children have access to the comfort of individualized attention

from staff members and parent volunteers, in addition to interesting activities and

creative play. Having been exposed to quality pre-school education, they are equipped

with the basic tools for learning. To a child this is an advantage. Because a child has

had two to three years preparation, he enters public school ready to learn. He is well

adjusted and secure.

There are many opponents of day care programs. Their chief argument is that such programs

invade the sanctity of the home. Contrary to this belief, day care is supportive of the

family role. Outside of the guidelines the association must follow, as parents we are

Instrumental in deciding how day care centers operate.

We are strong advocates of parent involvement in day care. For this philosophy influence
s

the inter-relationship of home and school. We work in the centers as volunteers and par-

ticipate in day care activities. We remind our opponents that the parents of most of the

children enrolled in NCDCA are working parents. When we are home, we devote time to

our children; give them love, and encouragement within the confines of the home. But

we must face reality, our children must be cared for while we work.

It is gratifying to know our children are taught, cared for and motivated by trained person
nel.

Were it not for NCDCA, we would be forced to seek child care elsewhere, private baby-

sitting services. Services of this type known as custodial care are beneficial to no one,

especially children. Custodial care only provide a closed environment, without planning

and usually without resources to promote interest or facilitate the developmental needs of

children. -

The number one priority is our children's well-being; emotionally, physically and educa-

tionally. If these services are curtailed, the effect would cause an exodus from the labor

force. The economics of supporting an entire family versus one child is obvious. And,

the already strained government funded assistant programs cannot bear the additional

burden. In essence, we are fighting for the survival of our families.
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Statement of the Parent Policy Committee

Page two

At the same time, the quality, service and objectives of the program are supposedly
not to deteriorate. These standards realistically cannot be upheld. Again this year
we find ourselves faced with a similar set of circumstances. Summarily, such
budgetary restraints result in the closing of Day Care Centers, a reduction in health
services, and a reduction of enrollment in existing centers.

It is our contention that all children should be offered comprehensive pre-school
education, irrespective of income or environment. In the past there has been a tendency
to lessen or terminate those services that would benefit those persons needing them most.

Let us not forget this country is ours today. But tomorror—these children are the future.
Enrollment in a Day Care program is their first adventure with the real world. This is
where we want them to begin.

National Child Day Care Assc.
Parent Policy Committee
59 "M" Street, N. E.
Washington, D. C.
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Roosevelt University
430 South Michigan Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60605

College of Education

March 7, 1975

Mr. Jack G. Duncan, Council

Subcommittee on Select Education

2178 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Duncan:

We have received from Patricia Watts copies of te
stimony from the

Child and Family Services hearings held February 
20-21, 1975. A review

of these documents and the proposed legislation (
Child and Family

Services Acts of 1975, S. 626 and H. R. 2966) rev
eals a potential

difficulty in providing services for individuals 
(parents and children)

who have the greatest need. The purpose of this letter is to provide

you with an overview of the problem as we view it.

About 807, of all day care is accounted for by vario
us forms of home

day care, given in most cases by unlicensed care gi
vers. This cadre

of care givers could benefit greatly from programs 
that would make

them eligible to receive training, medical assistan
ce, food services, etc.

Our understanding of the proposed legislation is 
that unlicensed home

day ctre personnel would not be in a position to re
ceive the services

it would provide. As a consequence, perhaps as many as 4 million ch
il-

dren would not derive the benefits intended by the 
legislation.

A review of the literature in the field of early ch
ildhood education

indicates that the majority of research and trainin
g efforts have been

concerned with children who attend institutionalize
d day care programs,

with very little effort (for legal reasons, in part
icular,) directed

toward home or family day care. Such institutionalized or "center"

programs are characterized by the use of a special 
facility and support

staff. Home day care typically refers to the care of child
ren in the

care giver's home.

Home day care service provides from 75 to 807 of th
e out-of-home, non-

relative care for children under 12 years of age in th
e United States

(Keyserling, 1972). A majority of children begin formal schooling with

only the home day care setting as a prior backgroun
d, yet research

indicates that home day care tends to have a weak educ
ational component

or none at all (Chapman and Lazar, 1971). Evidence has indicated that

family day care has low status as an occupation, de
fies licensing pro-

cedures, involves children of all socioeconomic gro
ups, but is meeting

the needs of many thousands of working parents and the
ir children.

Home day care seems to be offered by individuals varyi
ng in race, socio-

economic status, motivation to engage in day care and 
a number of other

factors. However, the overwhelming majority of these individuals 
are
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Mr. Jack G. Duncan
March 7, 1975
Page 2

women, many of whom have reached middle age and have grown-up childrenwho no longer require support and nurturance. By offering day- long(or in some cases, night-long) care of young children, these sub-profes-sionals provide a valuable service to women who must work as sole breadwinners or who must supplement the family income. In many instances,home day care services permit the working mother to make a significantdifference in the quality of life for many families. For the care giver,home day care provides an occupation for women who, because of reasonsof lack of training, age, or lack of pride and self-confidence, couldnot find suitable employment in other occupations. For other women,who may be tied to the home with their own children, home day care isan economically or situationally attractive occupation.

In addition, there is some evidence to indicate that home day care ispreferred to institutional day care. Home day care is usually availablein the neighborhood, is offered by an individual who is known to theparent, and, perhaps most importantly, because the care giver offersthe service at home the child in its most formative years developsemotionally in a home-family environment.

Little is known about the nature and scope of the problem day carerepresents for people living in the inner city. Yet, there is someevidence that family day care -- although utilized in varying degreesby all economic levels -- is practiced most widely in the inner citywhere caregivers characteristically take from two to ten children intotheir homes for a fee. The fee is usually less than that charged byan institutional center. It is estimated, however, that at least 807of these homes are not licensed. As a consequence, there may be someserious problems for higher education and local authorities, for example,in providing services to this population of care givers.

Legal authority to provide services (broadly defined) to individualswho are not licensed is the problem we wish to call to your attention.It is our opinion that the proposed legislation will not be effectiveunless this difficulty can be resolved. That is, we already know thatthere are only about one million spaces available in licensed home careprograms for the six million preschool children whose mothers are working.The number of mothers entering the labor market has increased signifi-cantly over the last five years and will probably continue to increaseat approximately the same rate for another several years. The majorityof home day care is not "legal" -- it is not licensed. The individualswho are not licensed provide services to about four million children.These care givers, particularly those in the inner city, need assistance.They will not ask for help out of fear that they may suffer loss ofincome or, more importantly, risk prosecution.

We hope this information is helpful to you and members of the Subcommitteeon Select Education. Thank you for the opportunity to provide you withour views.

ially,

(4°.1
Robert H. Koff
Dean

RHK/nb
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LINDY (MRS. HALE) BOGGS. M.D.

2o DISTRICT, LOUISIANA

COMMITTEES:

BANKING, CURRENCY AND

HOUSING

HOUSE ADMINISTRATION

ARBA BOARD

eonioyt

Congrefscs of Me Einiteb Otate5
poust of ReprefSentatib0

itinaton, D.C.3 20515

March 21, 1975

Honorable Carl D. Perkins

Chairman
House Committee on Education and Labor

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

WASHINGTON OFFICE.

1519 LONGWORTH BUILDING

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

BARBARA RATHE
AchumsTRArivEAssisrm,

I am writing in support of the Child and Family Services Act

of 1975 which I co-sponsored, and I request that my remarks be

added to the official hearing record.

As the Committee is well aware, the traditional family

structure is experiencing today many stresses caused by profound

changes in our culture. I am hopeful that some of these cultural

dislocations, such as our current economic crisis, are temporary.

But societal trends such as the increase in the number of workin
g

mothers, the increase in female-headed households, the mobility

of the population, innovations in pre-school education, and the

dissolution of the extended family are now recognized as here

to stay.

Obviously the federal government is not in a position--nor

should we wish it to be--to take over the responsibilities of

the family. I do believe, however, that we have the responsibility

of encouraging the development of programs which will assist famili
es

in coping with today's realities so that the family as we know it

can survive.

The Child and Family Services Act provides services on a

strictly voluntary basis and requires full involvement of pa
rents

in planning and operation. Rather than the federal government

dictating child care, this bill provides federal assistance to 
groups

of parents in local communities who wish to set up alternative

methods of child care. In addition, the bill also provides necessary

medical and nutritional services for minority, disadvantaged and

handicapped children, thus making available services their paren
ts

could not afford from their own resources.
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Therefore I respectfully ask the Committee to give favorable
consideration to this legislation which is so badly needed by many
families in our transitional society. Thank you for this opportunity
to express my support for the Child and Family Services Act.

My kindest regards.

LB:mg

Sincerely,

Lindy (Mrs. Hale) Boggs, M.C.
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March 24, 1975

The Honorable John Brademas
2178 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Re: H. R. 2966, Child Care and Family Services Bill

Dear Congressman Brademas:

I read with great interest about the public hearing on the subject bill held

earlier this month. As I was unable to personally attend the hearing, I will

contribute by answering in detail questions you asked regarding the cost to

build a child care center and the normal profit margin.

Our centers, photo enclosed, are built initially to house 115 children. The

most recent construction contract we let for a 115 child capacity center was

$155,000 or about $1,350 per child of capacity. This was in Memphis, Tennessee.

According to the 1974 Building Cost File, the composite index for construction

costs for Memphis was 98.8, Baltimore was 110.2, Boston was 121.8, Washington,

D. C. was 110.9, and Indianapolis was 113.3. This would indicate a cost to

build a 115 child capacity in 1974 in Baltimore of $172,825, Boston of $190,650,

Washington, D. C. of $173,755, and Indianapolis of $177,785. Therefore, a

center for 100 children would range in costs from $135,000 in Memphis to

$166,000 in Boston. This reinforces the answer of $160,000 supplied you at

the hearing.

Regarding profit margins, George Nadaff reportedly answered this question by

stating 12% to 15%. As you know profit margins differ depending on corporate

structure, i. e., a privately held family type company will take every account-

ing opportunity to technically reduce its profits and thereby its income taxes.

On the other hand a different type company will take the opposite approach to

show larger earnings thereby increasing the value of its stock.

Our company leans toward reducing its tax liability. In fiscal 1974, year

ending May 31, 1974, we earned a pre-tax profit of $48,000 off revenue of

$777,000 for a pre-tax profit margin of 6.2%. During fiscal 1975 our margin

should rise to about 9% and probably will never exceed 10%. After federal and

state income taxes, the margin will be about 5% maximum. I doubt that an

excess profits tax will ever be applicable to the child care business.

General Office: 4161 Auburn, Suite 201 • Memphis, Tennessee 38116 • AC 901 - 332-5351
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The Honorable John Brademas -2- March 24, 1975

Our one small company, revenue of $1,100,000 per year, operates eight child
care centers. The total cost of these eight centers, including land, buildings,
and equipment, amounts to over $1,500,000, nearly $200,000 per center. The
six largest child care companies that I know of have a total of about 410
centers - at an average investment per center of only $175,000 this indicates
an investment of over $70,000,000. Based on this we can easily assume that
all proprietary centers represent an investment easily exceeding one billion 
dollars!

At no time, particularly not in today's economy, can we afford not to fully
utilize all of our resources to their fullest possible extent. The billion
plus dollar investment for-profit companies have in child care centers simply
can't be ignored. It can be used.

I too endorse the voucher system idea. Vouchers would give the parents of
children involved a choice. Surely this alone is cause to give this proposal
careful consideration.

I urge you to carefully consider the input from proprietary operators. Thank
you for your consideration. I would greatly appreciate hearing from you and
learning your present feelings on this subject.

Sincerely,

EE8CRE CHILD CARE

r, ;

Min r W. Perkins'
President

MWP/nf

C. C.: Wayne J. Smith
N. A. C. D. E.

ERS, INC.

1
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V

Greater Detroit Section

NATIONAL
COUNCIL

164110W, 12 MILE ROAD SUITE 106 • SOUTHFIELD, MICHIGAN 48076 • 557-9604

OF JEWISH
WOMEN

MRS. SHELDON STERN

9 PRESIDENT

April 3, 1975

RppresentAtive John Brademes
2134 RAyburn HOuse Office Bldg
WAshington,D.C.

Deer Mr. Brademes:

I write es Michigen StAte ChAirwomen for Public AffAirs of
the "Ationel Council of Jewish Women. Weare A netionwide
orgenizAtionof volunteers dedicAted to community service,
educetion, end sociel Action.

7CJW hes long been dedicAted to the concept of dAy cAre.
Our women gethered fActs And stetistics for e book entitled
Windows on Dey Cere written by Mery Dublin Yeyserling. Our
rational Resolutions commit us "To work for the expension,
develonment, And Adequete finAncing of quAlity comprehensive
child cAre progrAms AveilAble to All children." The need
for dAy cere fAcilities is ecute now nod will increAse As
more women enter the work force.

It is for this reAson thet I write on behAlf of the 3000
Michigen "CJW members to commend you for your efforts in
this field. We Are urging our owr Michigen Congressional
delegetion to Adopt the Child CAre And FAmily Services Bill,
with the eliminAtion of subsidies to profit-rocking providers
of the service. Thenk you.

Yours truly,

Susen Miller (Mrs. Herbert)
StAte Chw. Public AffAirs.

COMMUNITY SERVICES • EDUCATION AND SOCIAL ACTION • OVERSEAS SERVICE

57-649 0 -76 - p1.3 - 10
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DAN ROSTE,NK9WSKI 
COM 1.1

Ent D•simeT, . ANOIS 
WAYS AND MEANS

MAJOR., WHIP, ILI-I 140151

Congre5$5 of tbe Elniteb iii)tatecs
Aptifie of Reprelientatibes5

afibington, ;D.C. 20515

Marcn 26, 1975

Honorable John Brademas
Chairman, Select Subcommittee on Education
House Education and Labor Committee
Suite 2131 ttayburn office building
Washirlgton, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

CHAIRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE

JOINT COM M ITTEE ON
INTERNAL REVENUE TAXATION

Your Select SubcaAnittee on Education is currently
considering H. R. 2966, the Child and Family Services Act
of 1975. The present language and intent of the bill
provides that prime sponsors may be localities or com-
binations of localities, or states in the case where no
prime sponsors have been designated.

It has come to my attention that the American
Federation of teachers is attempting to mount support
within the educational community to demand that the des-
ignation of prime sponsors be changed to Boards of
Education. I fear that such a change would be detrimental
to the continuity and high quality of the existing day
care programs. This change can only cause unwanted con-
fusion in the programming of those components essential
to a well-constructed day care program, namely; education,
nutrition, health care, home care, social and psychological
services and the involvement of the entire family .

The public school systems in this country are already
operating at maximum effort to fulfill their prime res-
ponsibility of educating our school-age children. Adding
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co;aprehensive child care to their pre
sent educational

perspective would be an unmanagable bu
rden.

iv own City of Chicago has one of the 
most compre-

hensive day care programs in the nati
on. I strongly urge

that the present langu.18e in the Ch
id and idmily Services

Act of 1975, re1atin6 to the designation 
or pri.ae

sponsors be maint3ined.

IM:cmj

With warm regards, I an

Sincerely yours,

rta-,
Jan aostenkowski

AetrIber of Congress

cc: Honorable Carl Perkins

Chairman, House Lduca don & Labor C
ommittee

cc: Members of the Illinois Congressional
 Deleg:ition
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HENRY J. HYDE

6TH DISTRICT. ILLINOIS

COMMITTEES:
JUDICIARY

BANKING, CURRENCY
AND HOUSING

Congrez5 of tbe Elniteb Otatez
Voute of IlepresentatibtO
Sliassbington, 0.e. 20515

March 27, 1975

Honorable John Brademas
Chairman, Select Subcommittee on Education
House Education and Labor Committee
Suite 2181 Rayburn Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

1206 LoNowoorru House OFFICE BOIL-DINO
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20315

(202) 225-4361

I have a copy of Congressman Rostenkowski's letter to
you dated March 26, 1975, concerning designation of
prime sponsors for Day Care Programs.

I just want you to know I fully support Congressman
Rostenkowski's views supporting retention of the present
language in the Child and Family Services Act of 1975 in
this area.

HJH:ns
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)4e4We Vetote'd e‘eece 7,eueloste‘te eeoctet, lAce%
u, x5,,,s(x-kim-1,04..).ttusoc..t • Phone SAStIt6(7)9( • Indianapolis, Indiana 46218
3120 North Emerson Avenue 547-3551

March 27, 1975

Congressman John Brademas
203 Federal Building
204 South Main Street
South Bend, Indiana

Dear Congressman Brademas:

Enclosed is copy of informal comments as stated by Mrs. Mamie L. Townsend
of Indianapolis, Indiana before the House Education and Labor Committee,
Washington, D. C., March 14, 1975.

These comments are being submitted for your records and information.

Sincerely,

Mamie L. Townsend
Administrator

MLT/cjh

Encl.
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My name is Mamie Townsend from Indianapolis, Indiana, formerly, in

Family Day Care Home Program, formerly, a profit making Day Care Center,

presently, a non-profit Child Development Center, Inc. because I too, at

one time, felt children should not be cared for on a profit making basis.

I am here representing the Indiana Licensed Child Care Association which

involves private for profit, private non-profit, agencies and churches

with one idea in common--to furnish quality child care.

I am indeed proud to be from the same state as the man who submitted a

bill to extend funds to low income families.

However, my concern is, that if these families are not allowed the

freedom of choice, this bill would so catagorize them, it may be detrimental

to their state of mind. Minority groups are still fighting for equality

caused by stigmatic situations. If parents are forced to send their

children to government programs for the poor, their children would be

so stereotyped as they enter school, and often treated in an unkind manner.

If all State Licensed providers of services are included in your bill,

parents would be allowed the freedom of selecting a program that best

suit their needs. This would promote dignity and self-pride which is

becoming more and more important among our future Americans. The future

of thousands of families depends on you and your decision to reconsider

this bill to include all quality child care providers of services, licensed

by their state.
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To:

Seneter 7:-Ieeda1e
Subcome.j.ttee on Yoon and Ckildren
Room 42:i0
Dirksen Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Representative Bra -'cons
Comeittee on Education and Lebec
Room 2134
Rayburn Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Att: Jack Duncan

We would like to offer our sucport of the Senate Bill S.626 and

the Hotie Bill 1i22966 now coereaLly in your rcsi.ective committees.

A national child care bill is ebsolutely essential if children are to

be provided with decent care ce an on-going basis. The bill not only

supports the programs that exiet het also opens the way for child care

proglams to provide real serviees to families 'which would go far to improve

the quality of life, particu:lee4 1'or those in urbon areas where

liing conditions grow increoe.lre?.y more cafficult. This period of

econemic stress is no time to re2ieet the working peer and all those woo

wish to improve their own 3.iaa and those cf their children. •

We would oppose currone effolL to place the le-.plemnte-

tion of this progren ureiee tnc Boards of Fdlication particularly in ..sew

York City, where the public education system has enormcus problems as

it is and serious liabilieies which would in all probability uct improve

and may well impair the day cPre services as they now exist and in

their potential for growth,

We would also cPpose limiting day care funding to non-profit groups.

Between 60 and 30 percent of tee childrea in the city are now currently

enrolled in programs that cannot be considered non-profit in the strict

sense of the term, and which wourd he severe?), strained if such a re-

striction was iml)osed.

We therefore very much hope that the bill in its present form is

successful and that we finally have a natonal program designed to

recognize the real needs of today's families.

1 7, 2- t

-

6

,

1\rie-A-0 1./) )(' e.) i

tAre,„
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To:

(original to:)
Senator Mondale
Subcommittee on Youth and Children
Room 4230
Dirksen Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

(copy to:)
Representative Brademas
Committee on Education and Labor
Room 2134
Rayburn Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Att: Jack Duncan

We would like to offer our support of the Senate Bill S.626 and
the House Bill 1112966 now currently in your respeccive eomm!_ttees.
A national child care bill is absolutely essential if children are to
be provided with decent care on an on-going basis. The bill not only
supports the proi-;rams that exist but also opens she way for child care
programs to provide real services to families which would go far to improve
the quality of life, particularly for those in urban areas where
liiring conditions grow increasingly more difficult. This noriod of
economic stress is no time to neglect the working poo"i: and all these who
wish to improve their own lives and those of their children.

We woad oIA',00e current lobbying efforts to place the irplevlentA-
tion of this program under the Boards of Education particularly in New
York City, where the public education system has enormous problems as

. it i8 and serious liabilities which would in all probability not improve
and may well impair the day care services as they now exist and in
their potential for growth.

We would also oppose limiting day care funding to non-profit groups.
Between 60 and 80 percent of the children in the city are now currently
enrolled in programs that cannot be considered non-profit in the strict
sense of the term, and which would be severely strained if such a re-
striction was imposed.

We therefore very much hope that the bill in its present form is
successful and that we finally have a national :,rogrameesigned to
recognize the real needs of today's families.

EMPLOYEES or THE NATIONAL BUPFAU OF ECONOMIC RESFARCy, New York

va.ee (/1- 1,./ ).
,

/
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4
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W
414/424- 3202

OSHKOSH STUDENT ASSOCIATION

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-OSHKOSH, OSHKOSH, WISCONSIN 54901

L,

I

LY.-01121-10- 1,11 !
,vi !:12::1 A

OSA-74-048 -----

WHEREAS: U.S. Senate Bill S 3754 provides for the "planning, developing, and
operating of day care services..."

WHEREAS: UW-0 operates a day care center on campus, and benefits from the con-

cept of a day care center,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: That OSA go on record supporting U.S. Senate Bill

S 3754 and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to U.S.

Senators Bill Proxmire, Gaylord Nelson, Jacob Javits, and Walter Mon-

dale, and Congressman William Steiger.

PASSED: Student Senate, Monday, February 24, 1975

PASSED: Student Assembly, Wednesday, February 26, 1975

Date J-c27-75- Signed 

Dan Manning
President
Oshkosh Student Association

The Universit y of WisconsifhOshkosn is an equal oppOrtunilY
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Mr. BELL. Since there are no further questions, we will adjourn this
meeting.
[Whereupon, at 11 :55 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to

reconvene at 9 :30 a.m., Thursday, March 13, 1975.]
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