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CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES ACT, 1975

THURSDAY, JUNE 5, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMII1EE 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,
TV ash,ing ton, D .0 .

The joint hearings convened at 10 a.m., in room 4232, Dirksen Sen-ate Office Building, Hon. John Brademas presiding.
Present: Senator Mondale and Representatives Brademas, Chis-holm, Cornell, Hall, Lehman, and Pressler.
Mr. BRADEMAS. It was our intention today to begin a third and finalseries of joint hearings of the House Subcommittee on Select Educationand the Senate Subcommittee on Children and Youth, the latter of

which is chaired by the distinguished Senator from Minnesota, Sen-
ator Mondale, on H.R. 2966 and S. 626, the Child and Family Services
bill and related bills.
However, the Chair understands that because of an action taken in

the Senate, it will not be possible for us today to conduct a joint hear-
ing, but we are rather sitting as the House Select Education Subcom-
mittee here on the Senate side, and we are grateful for their
hospitality.
The Chair wishes to invite any Senator who may wish to sit in on

these hearings to do so.
At the outset, I want to observe that the Child and Family Serv-

ices bill could prove to be of enormous significance to young children
and their families across the Nation.

Briefly, most of the proposals authorize the development, imple-
mentation, and operation of programs to provide a wide variety of
services including health services, counseling and referral services,
screening for handicaps, prenatal services for mothers, in-home and

• center-based day care, an nutrition programs.
During the hearings we have held to date on the Child and

Family Services bill, we have heard a great deal of valuable testi-
mony from a broad cross section of individuals who represent the
interests of children. Let me take just a moment to summarize for you
some of what we have heard thus far.

First: Several of the earlier witnesses clearly demonstrated the
enormous need for the services which would be made available to
young children and their families by the Child and Family Services
bill.

(1173)
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Second: Numerous witnesses stressed the importance of parent
involvement in the development of programs under this proposal.
Third: Strong arguments were offered by many of those who have

testified for the comprehensive nature of the Child and Family Serv-
ices bill and the wide variety of services which it would make
available.
And, filially, the role of proprietary, for profit, providers of serv-

ices was discussed at length with several administrators of private
child care centers.
These are just a few of the many important issues on which we

have already taken testimony, and I am sure that the series of hear-
ings which we are starting today will give us an opportunity to
examine many other important aspects of the Child and Family
Services proposal.
This morning, we are focusing our attention on the role of public

schools under this proposal, and we will be hearing from several
distinguished leaders of organizations representing a variety of
interests in public schools.

Clearly, the public schools in our country play a major role in the
physical and mental development of our children, and I look forward
to the testimony of our witnesses today regarding their views on the
Child and Family Services bill.
Let me conclude my remarks by noting that we have a full agenda

this morning. In order to meet the constraints of time and give all
of our witnesses a fair opportunity to share their views with us, I
would suggest that we try to hold the statement and questioning of
each witness to no more than half an hour. With this format, I think
we will be able to hear from all of the witnesses, and complete our
work before some of my colleagues are forced to leave in order to
attend to other matters.
Our first witness this morning is Dr. Donald E. Newman of the

National School Boards Association and president of the Los An-
geles school board, accompanied by August W. Steinhilber, assistant
executive director, and also by Michael A. Resnick, legislative special-
ist for the association.

STATEMENT OF DONALD D. NEWMAN, M.D., PRESIDENT, BOARD

OF EDUCATION, LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, ON

BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION, AC-

COMPANIED BY AUGUST W. STEINHILBER, ASSISTANT EXECU-

TIVE DIRECTOR, AND MICHAEL A. RESNICK, LEGISLATIVE

SPECIALIST, NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

Dr. NEWMAN. Thank you, sir.
I am glad to have the opportunity to tell the story of the Los

Angeles school district. I want to describe our background, our assess-
ment of our needs, our program, and to conclude by advocating prime
sponsor in our program.
The Los Angeles Unified School District serves a large metropolitan

area encompassing over 710 square miles which includes the city of

Los Angeles itself as well as numerous smaller cities.
Ethnically, the student population within the district is composed

of 2.8 Spanish-American surnamed, 24.7 black, 5.1 Asian, and 41.9
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white. Educational programs offered range from early dhildhoodthrough adult years.
Yesterday's newspapers indicate these figures have changed a littlebit. We have a higher percentage of blacks, a smaller percentage of

Spanish-Americans, 
and a smaller percentage of Caucasians in ourdistrict; we are gradually becoming a minority majority.My testimony today focuses on early childhood and child develop-ment programs operated by the district.

In the Los Angeles Unified School District, over 50,000 pupils enterkindergarten each year; there are approximately 100,000 children inthe prekindergarten age bracket. A large percentage of the childrenentering kindergartens is not adequately prepared by his experienceor his training to establish patterns of success in school, thus whole-some development of the child is, precluded by a succession of earlyfailures.
The district's long-range plans are predicated on sustaining andenhancing the advantage gained by early childhood enrichmentprograms.
In order to bring together the resources of parents, schools, andsociety in a meaningful and productive combination, the Los AngelesUnified School District has taken inventory of its available resources

and has concluded that it has the potential for making even greater
innovative contributions in the field of early childhood development.
This conclusion is based on an assessment of present programs,

availability of requisite personnel, and other relevant resources.
There is a limited number of preschool classes funded under title I,

ESEA, and others funded by the State, that have been in operation
for a number of years, along with a follow-through program, a long
established parent-education program, a program for training high
school students as paraprofessionals in preschool work, part of the
career-education program, and a State early childhood education
program for children in grades kindergarten through third grade
levels.
As a result of these programs, there is a nucleus of qualified per-

sonnel, including teachers, administrators, staff development special-
ists, technical specialists and consultants, and a number of trained
paraprofessionals.
Beyond the programs and personnel, the district is presently operat-

ing 82 children's centers, serving over 8,000 children, approximately
half of them at the prekindergarten age level.
Our specialists have developed a substantial body of instructional

material; a significant amount of such material is becoming increas-
ingly available from commercial suppliers. We also have the staff and
background to provide appropriate progress evaluation and reporting
systems.
The Los Angeles city board of education and the sunerinten,dent of

schools recognize that the Los Angeles City Unified School District
is in a unioue position because of the combination of need and existing
potential for further development in early childhood education.
We are confident that the research of Regional Laboratories and

other agencies, along with our experience in the field, give us potential
to expand superior models of comprehensive early childhood develop-
ment programs.
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To list some of the programs that we do have, number one, we have
children's centers, often referred to as day care centers, child care
centers, or child development centers.
No. 2, we have State preschool programs.
No. 3, we have title I, ESEA, prekindergarten programs.
No. 4, we have Follow Through programs.
No. 5, child observation classes, which are parent education.
No. 6, special education programs.
And, No. 7, State early childhood education programs.
Let me begin with the children's centers.
As some of you may recall, the need for day care for children of

working parents became acute immediately after the outbreak of
World War II. I will not go into the history of the Lanham Act and
the Federal funds available from that source.
When the Lanham Act expired in 1946, Congress appropriated no

additional funds to continue the operation Qf the centers. The Cali-
fornia Legislature, however, appropriated funds for the child care
centers an specified that the centers were to be administered and op-
erated by the governing boards of school districts.
For clarification, it should be pointed out that California's children's

centers are defined as day care centers or child development centers
operated by school districts.
Over 30 years ago under the Lanham Act, The Los Angeles Unified

School District elected to operate children's centers. What began as a
temporary service has become an integral part of the Los Angeles
city schools, with the added provision of an early childhood develop-
mental and instructional program.
Our 82 children's centers, under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles

City Board of Education, and the State Department of Education,
provide educational, nutritional, health and social services for 8,000
preschool and school-age children, whose parents are employed or
attend school. The centers operate year-round, Monday through Fri-
day, from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m.
Our facilities, located on or near school sites, are very convenient

for parents who have both preschool and school-age youngsters.
The elementary school provides formal instructional program for

school-age children who attend the centers before and after school
and during vacation periods. For these youngsters, the centers extend
and enrich school experiences, provide onportunities for tutoring
younger children, and offer personalized instruction.
Centers are funded by Federal funds from title TV—A of the Social

Security Act, State appropriations, parental fees, and a child develop-
ment override tax.
All children at the centers attend at the request of their parents.

Youngsters from low income or public assistance families receive first
priority for enrollment. They pay no fee. Fees are paid on a sliding
scale from 14 cents to $1.47 per head, based on the number of people
in the family and on family income.
There is no question• that the welfare rolls in Los Angeles would in-

crease by the thousands were it not for our children's center program
which enables parents to work, attend school, or receive training. At
the same time, their children are participating in an early childhood
developmental program designed to assure continuity and success in
school.

•

•
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Please take note that with our 82 children's centers we have the
largest number of child development centers operated by a local
educational agency in the United States and with over 8,000 children
enrolled in our centers, we have at least as many on our waiting lists.
Our projection through 1979 calls for adding 19 centers to a total

of 101 centers thus increasing enrollment by 12,500.
The availability and coordination of funding from Federal, State

and local sources are essential.
Now, let me describe the State preschool program. In contrast to

the children's center operation, which is a full-day program, the State
preschool program is part-day, operating Monday through Friday,
for 3 hours each day.
Forty classes of 15 children each are housed in the children's center

buildings, while school-age children enrolled in the centers are attend-
ing school. In addition to the teacher, each class has an education aide
and a parent or community volunteer.
This program, serving 600 children, is designed to help preschool

children, 3 years 9 months to 4 years 9 months of age, attain physical,
social and intellectual development commensurate with their ability.
The children come from economically disadvantaged families or
families where a language other than English is spoken in the home.
The next programs is also for prekindergarten children but receives

Federal funding under title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965.
ESEA, title I, prekindergarten classes are operated by our district

in title I schools. There are 92 classes each with 15 pupils, a teacher,
an education aide and a parent volunteer.
As in the State preschool classes, children served are from eco-

nomically disadvantaged families, many of whom speak a language
other than English in the home.
Comprehensive educational, health and nutritional services are pro-

vided for 1,380 children. Emphasis is placed upon parent participation
and involvement in this program.

Follow Through is another early childhood education program
intended to build upon the gains made by children who attended Head
Start classes.

Federally funded by the Economic Opportunity Act and the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, Follow Through serves 3,500
children from low-income families. The children are enrolled in kin-
dergarten through the third grade.
Follow Through is a research and development project utilizing

three instructional models. one of which is bilingual. Parent participa-
tion is a vital component of this program.
We also feel that there is an imnortant link between early childhood

education and parent education. There are currently 4,200 adults and
6,300 preschool children participating in child observation and kinder-
ga rten preparatory classes.
These classes operate within our career and continuing education

division and provide parent and preschool child with 3 hours of educa-
tion each week. There are 140 of these district-funded classes.

State and district funds provide special education for younger
children who are mentally or physically handicapped. In addition, we
have begun the planning phase of a new project which will integrate
handicapped children into children's centers.
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Inservice training of professionals and paraprofessionals is now in

progress.
California's State early childhood education program is a product

of State Superintendent Wilson Riles' efforts to restructure the public

school system by convincing the State legislature to make a long-

range commitment of funds for the early grades—kindergarten

through grade three.
The Early Childhood Education Act of 1972 requires that parents,

school staffs, advisory councils, and communities participate in plan-

ning, implementing, evaluating, and modifying the program. Con-

tinuous pupil progress through personalized instruction is emphasized.

This year, 89 of our elementary schools are serving nearly 30,000

children. Since other agencies are operating child care services care-

ful program coordination can avoid duplication of services and help

serve unmet needs.
Just a word about personnel.
Teachers, paraprofessionals, education aides, and volunteers work

together in our early childhood education programs. Since a low

child/adult ratios is required to meet individual needs, the utilization

of an instructional team promotes the career-development concept and

permits a cost-effective operation. Preservice and inservice training

for all personnel must be a high priority.
With the exception of our children's center program, all of the early

childhood education programs are located in school buildings. I will

describe, therefore, the children's center construction program.
Since 1960, when the legislature authorized the children's center

permissive override tax—renamed child developed permissive over-

ride tax in 1972—the Los Angeles Unified School District has con-

structed 53 new or replacement facilities. These buildings are designed

specifically for the operation of child development programs.
The district is presently engaged in an extensive building program

to replace present facilities which do not meet earthquake standards
and to provide 19 additional facilities to help meet current need. There
are approximately 8,000 children waiting to enroll in the existing
centers.

Completion of the current building program will provide 19 addi-
tional facilities over the next 4 years. Each building, exclusive of any
land purchase costs approximately $350,000.
In conclusion, because of the commitment, experience, investments,

and capability of providing early childhood education and child devel-
opment services, the Los Angeles Unified School District anticipates
becoming a prime sponsor pursuant to the passage of the Child and
Family Services Act of 1975. Indeed, it would seem that our district
is already operating well-established model programs which could be
replicated throughout the country.
In my opinion, those school districts who so desire would be ideal

prime sponors because of their fiscal policies and accounting proce-
dures. Accountability for expenditures of Federal funds would be
assured.
Thank you for the opportunity to address this important committee

on a topic of great interest and concern to the citizens of our country.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Dr. Newman.
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I did not wish to interrupt your very thoughtful statement, but the
Chair would reiterate and remind witnesses that they were requested
to summarize in no more than 5 minutes their statements, otherwise, as
you can see, we just will not have any chance to put questions to you,
and other witnesses will be denied an opportunity to be heard.
I am sorry, but we just do not have that much time.
Did you wish to be heard, Mr. Steinhilber?
Mr. STEINHILBER. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
My first request is to ask that my statement be placed in the record,

and I will summarize very briefly the comments of the National School
Boards Association.
Mr. BRADEMAS. It will appear in the record as though read at the con-

clusion of your summary.
Mr. STEINHILBER. We brought Dr. Newman to Washington to dem-

onstrate that school districts in the United States have the capability,
the staff, and the facilities and are ideally capable of performing some
of these needed child care services.
I would also like to point out that we do not have what I will call a

vested interest.
For example, Dr. Newman here is a medical doctor who took time off

from his practice to be here with us this morning. This is typical of
most school board members. Thus, we are speaking here as unpaid
volunteers who are trying to render a service to the children of our
country.
As far as our comments on the excellent draft of the bill that has

come in, S. 626 we would say, for the most part, we find no objections
and would make certain modifications therein.
I think there is a problem of coordinating educational services per-

formed by those other than local education agencies. In some school
systems there have been difficulties when a youngster who has been
part of another educational system comes into the public school. There
has been a transitional period.
We would like to see coordination guaranteed.
We obviously wish to become LEA's if LEA's become prime spon-

sors, and have a possible impact on any educational program that is
developed by others.
Those are our primary comments. The statement I submitted has a

few others.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Steinhilber, and thankyou for your very carefully prepared and thoughtful statement.
Let me ask you two or three questions.
You assert, Mr. Steinhilber, that schools are equipped to provide theservices. and facilities necessary for the programs authorized underthis legislation. However, are schools really equipped to provide thefull range of services necessary for quality child care, including health,

nutrition, family support services, and all the non-day-care elementsof the legislation, including early medical screening and diagnosis,prenatal health services, and in-home services?
Maybe your schools are different from the schools in my hometown.Mr. STEINHILBER. Once again I almost have to go back to my presen-tation.
At the beginning of the formal presentation, I indicated that mostschool districts in the United States are not capable of providing those
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full range of services. We are basically seeking to have only the educa-

tional components of day care.
It is also true that because of title I some of our large school dis-

tricts, have developed capabilities in providing services beyond strict

educational services.
But I would come back to my statement to say that for most school

districts we are talking only of the educational component, and o
ur

statement only speaks to that.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you. That is very helpful.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Steinhilber follows:]

•

•
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Mr. Chairman, my name is August W. Steinhilber, and I am the Assistant

Executive Director for Federal Relations of the National School Boards

Association. I am accompanied today by Michael A. Resnick, Legislative

Specialist for the Association.

The National School Boards Association is the only major education

organization representing school board members -- who are in some areas

called school trustees. Throughout the nation, approximately 80,000 of

these individuals are Association members. These people, in turn, are

responsible for the education of more than 95 percent of all the nation's

public school children.

Currently marking its thirty-sixth year of service, NSBA is a

federation of state school boards associations, with direct local school

board affiliates, constituted to strengthen local lay control of education

and to work for the improvement of education. Most of these school

board members are elected public officials. Accordingly, they are

politically accountable to their constituents for both educational

policy and fiscal management. As lay unsalaried individuals, school

board members are in a rather unique position of being able to judge

federal, state and local relationships, such as the "Child and Family

Services Act," purely from the standpoint of public education, without

consideration to their personal professional interest.

In this regard, the National School Boards Association adopted the

following resolution at its annual convention last April:

The National School Boards Association urges that Congress give

increased attention to the matter of federal financial assistance

to public schools for the encouragement of early childhood development

programs. The NSBA further urges coordination of the educational

component of all early childhood programs with the public schools.

The NSBA feels that early childhood programs are basically educational

in nature and, as such, grants under these programs should be made

available to the school districts first.

•
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Mr. Chairman, the National School Boards Association supports the

overall objectives of the Child and Family Services bill -- especially

to the extent that it would provide pre-school education, not just

custodial services, for the children it covers. However, there are

several points with regard to the delivery of such educational services

which will require some modification if the program is to fit into the

existing operations of local educational agencies. Although the bill

also provides a full range of services in areas outside of education,

with your permission, we would like to confine our remarks to our sphere

of responsibility.

A. Role of Local Educational Agency in Development of Plants 

The bill makes funds available to the field through prime sponsors,

which, for the most part, consist of states and general purpose units of

local government. Although section 102 (a) enables local educational

agencies to also apply as prime sponsors, section 107 suggests that,

generally, LEA's will receive federal funds as "project applicants" --

either directly from the Secretary or indirectly from a prime sponsor.

Given the responsibilities upon prime sponsors to coordinate services,

we are not suggesting that the LEA role should be other than that of a

project applicant in most cases. However, in light of both the importance

which the education function bears to the overall purposes of the bill,

and the need for the LEA to coordinate pre-school services with its

established activities, it is vital that local school systems be guaranteed

an opportunity to participate during the policy formation process.

In this regard, neither the Child and Family Services Councils (which

are established by local prime sponsors), or the local program councils

(which are established by state prime sponsors), requires the membership

of an LEA representative from the area to be served. Indeed,
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the only role envisioned for the LEA is provided by section 106 (c)(1),

which states that the educational agency shall have an opportunity to

submit comments to the prime sponsor and to the Secretary. While such

an opportunity to comment should be in the law, the LEA should also be

involved in the dynamics of the Child and Family Services Council activities --

especially since, under section 105 (b)(3) such councils are responsible

for approving Child and Family Service plans.

Perhaps the need for such participation could be made clearer by

example. In the case of federal program administration, most of the

school districts which would be involved in early childhood services are

already running ESEA Title I programs and may soon be receiving programs

for handicapped children under H.R. 7217. We do not believe that the

full benefits of these programs will be realized unless every opportunity

is given to the LEA to coordinate its grants and operations.

Finally, LEA participation on councils would seem consistent with

one of the basic purposes of the bill, which is to design programs "to

extend Child and Family Service gains (particularly parent participation)

into kindergarten and early primary grades, in cooperation with local 

educational agencies" (section 102 (b)(2)(I).

B. Public School Priority 

In designating the state and general purpose units of local government

as prime sponsors, the bill, in effect, is establishing a priority for

these governmental bodies to oversee the program. Restated, H.R. 2966

correctly creates a presumption that governmental bodies are better

equipped for meeting the general responsibilities of the program than

are other agencies and institutions.

In contrast, the local educational agency is not giNien the same

clear presumption over other organizations seeking to provide the educational

component of the program. Given the fact that the public school systems

will eventually be responsible for educating most of these children,

•
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there is a strong case of continuity creating such a presumption for the

LEA. Furthermore, since the bill will definitely be serving children

under six years of age, at least with respect to kindergarten and perhaps

first grade children, the bill seems to be creating a non-public school

voucher system -- to which we are opposed. By way of compromise, if the

bill gave LEA's the right of first refusal over the education component,

any weakening of the kindergarten or first grade programs caused by

federally funded non-public schools then would be an affirmative choice

of the LEA.

Finally, in any instance in which the LEA is not operating the

education program, we would urge that the bill require project plans

to be approved by the local school system, either in addition to, or as

a part of, the parent policy committee process. To do so would service

the needs of continuity and quality in the educational process and would

also further the possibilities for cooperative arrangements and assistance

from the public schools.

C. Child and Family Service Plan Requirements 

We note that one of the Child and Family Service Plan requirements

is to "meet the needs of all children, to understand the history and

cultural background of minority groups within the prime sponsorship

area" (section 106 (b)(8)(B). In this regard we question the extent to

which school systems would be able to provide -- and the extent to which

pre-school children would be able to comprehend -- a history and cultural

background of minority groups in the area. We are concerned that this

provision raises unrealistic expectations. We also question the wording

"to meet the needs of all children." If this wording is intended to

include school-age children who are not participating in the program,

substantial funds would be required and serious community disquiet could

arise as to school board responsibilities for curriculum development.
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Perhaps the above-mentioned problems would be cured if the bill required

only that plans "address the needs of children participating in the

program" rather than requiring plans to "meet the needs of all children."

In addition, H.R. 2966 states that Child Development Plans must be

operated so as not to deny employment to any person who fails to meet

teacher certification standards and that there be a career development

plan for professional training, education, and advancement on a career

ladder (section 106 (b)(10) and (11). Although local school boards

encourage all qualified persons to apply for employment in the program,

this provision may create problems within the context of state law and

existing teacher contracts. Furthermore, if the qualifications of two

applicants are otherwise equal, the language prohibiting a denial of

employment soley due to the lack of teacher certification appears to

create a bias against those applicants who are certified.

D. Development of Project Application 

Since most of the LEA involvement in the program would be in the

capacity of a project applicant, a few comments as to the requirements

of same should be made.

Project applicants, like prime sponsors, must establish a public

committee, which in this instance is called a "parent policy committee"

(section 107 (b)(2). However, unlike Family and Child Services Councils,

these committees have responsibilities for approving such additional

pre-school activities as basic procedures, personnel, budgeting, location

of centers and facilities, and the overall conduct and direction of the

program. While these requirements, if limited to the context of early

child development are attractive, we are concerned that within the

context of operating an entire school system they invite administrative

problems. Perhaps the intent of the additional requirements can be met
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if the LEA, as a project applicant, gave the assurance that guidelines

for these operative facets be developed.

E. Standards and Evaluation 

Thus far, Mr. Chairman, our remarks have addressed Title I of the

bill, which deals with the delivery of Child and Family Services Programs.

Since many of the operative features of the other titles are outside of

our immediate area, I will only touch upon them in brief.

With respect to Title II, which relates to standards and evaluation,

we would urge, as a part of HEW's guideline promulgation process, that

the bill require a reasonable period during which the public would have

an opportunity to comment. Moreover, because of the priority objective

to provide education services to pre-school children, as well as the

effect which the provision of those services would have on the operation

of LEA's, we urge that the bill require school board representation on

both the Special Committee on Federal Standards for Child Care and the

Special Committee for Developing a Uniform Code for Facilities.

F. Construction, Research, and Training of Personnel 

Turning to Titles III and IV, we support the notion of providing

federal grants for construction, research, and the training of personnel.

At the same time, in terms of priorities, we believe that Title I program

funds should be delivered to the field immediately. Therefore, we also

support the approach taken by the bill to fund Titles II and III as

separate line items -- hence avoiding the dissipation of Title I funds

to these other valuable but costly needs.

G. Concept of the Bill 

By way of general comment, two obvious questions which the design

of the bill raises relate to the cost of funding and to the bureaucratic

mechanism established.

6
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Although the bill is costly, to the extent that it frees-up parents

to return to the work force and can be used to employ parents, reduction

in the welfare roles will be somewhat of an off-setting factor. In

terms of the youngsters served, since children are affected most by the

educational services received in their earliest years, this bill may be

able to off-set additional remedial expenditures for them in later

years, and more importantly, improve their productivity as adults.

It could be argued that the bill would expand the federal bureaucracy

and would add to the red tape at the local level, whereas a simple tax

rebate or negative income tax to the parents involved would do neither.

However, on balance, the institutional grant approach of H.R. 2966 does

have the advantage of ensuring that those agencies which are best qualified

to run programs will be given the first opportunity to do so and that a

full range of service will be provided.

Conclusion 

Mr. Chairman, the National School Boards Association is generally

supportive of the Child and Family Services bill. We are concerned

however, that 1) local educational agencies are not given the right of

first refusal over the educational component of the service plan; 2)

local education agencies are not given an opportunity to have policy

input into the education component of plans operated by non-LEA's of the

area served; 3) local education agencies are not explicitly a part of

the policy formation process regarding the development of such plans;

and 4) local education agencies are not explicitly a part of the federal

process for developing the various federal standards and code requirements.

It is our view that the needs of the children are too great for there to

be any opportunity to by-pass the involvement of the LEA.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National School Boards Association,

I wish to thank you for this opportunity to testify.

•



1189

Mr. BRADEMAS. Dr. Newman?
Dr. NEWMAN. Other than the home care services you just men-

tioned—and I am not so sure we could not provide that—our school dis-
trict provides all of the health and nutritional needs you mentioned.
In California we have a school nurse specialist program, and in our

district we have 31 school nurses who have been trained in health eval-
uation by the local medical school. This September, we are beginning
a health screening program for kindergarten through third grade.
We plan to expand this program as soon as possible.
We can provide those services.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I have one other question.
I have many other questions, but I want to be sure other members

have a chance to ask their questions.
You may have heard about a story in the Wall Street Journal last

week, pointing out the financial problems of public school systems,
as well as private school systems, throughout the United States.
One—of the things mentioned, for example, is a State, such as New

Jersey, which is under court order to equalize educational expenditures
within the State.
Could schools provide the moneys necessary for the 21-percent local

match in the proposal?
Mr. STEINHILBER. If it happened in Seattle, there is no question that

Seattle would have a difficult time coming up with their 21 percent
since they lost 40 percent of their operating budget within the last
6 months.
In that case, the education component could very readily be per-

formed by someone other than the LEA.
All we ask is that the LEA have a chalice, to look at both educational

component and its development so there is no problem of transition
once a youngster gets to the first grade.

But, in a great many school districts, they will view this as an effort
to gain greater voter support, and this is one of the methods by which
that can occur.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much.
Mrs. Chisholm.
Mrs. CHIsHoim. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
You asked the basic questions I was going to ask the gentlemen,

that is, are schools in the position to provide the indepth services and
ongoing counseling, all of the guidance and supervision necessary in
the family unit that is fundamental to the day care concept?
Are schools in a position to provide those kinds of services?
Second, why do schools need to be mandated as the exclusive agen-

cies when they have every and equal opportunity to be chosen as a
sponsor along with other agents?
Why must this be mandated in the legislation?
Are schools really prepared to adopt schedules that take into con-

sideration the total needs of families in given communities?
Are schools ready to operate perhaps from 7:30 a.m. until 6 p.m.?

Are they going to be in that position?
Would they be that flexible?
One assessment I would point out to those advocating placing day

care in the public school system is that it is not just a question of pro-
viding what is necessary for these children, but addressing ourselves
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to the total family component which has been one of the most impor-tant concerns of this legislation.
I know I have asked you a potpourri of questions. Maybe you canaddress yourself to some of the issues I have raised.
Mr. STEINHILBER. I would like to answer at least one, and then wecan all comment until we have answered all the questions.
One of the questions we had about the bill concerns the whole con-cept of prime sponsor.
The prime sponsor almost uniformly has been defined in terms ofthe general purpose of the unit of government. I would like to com-

ment on what the general purpose of units of government is.
Supposedly, the general purpose of a unit of government, like acity, or county government, is to bear responsibility for all services.Yet, on examination we find the general purpose units of government,

by and large, have no responsibility for education.
So, are they not really a special purpose unit of government?
We have special purpose units of government with no responsibility

for mass transit because it is up to the transit authority. I would al-
most turn the question back.
If a general purpose unit of government is given responsibility for

education
' 
what is its expertise?

I think this is one of the critical questions we are going to be ask-
ing, not only on this piece of legislation, but on all others. Granted, we
do not have the capability of offering all desirable services in 16,000
school districts. I would be misleading if I said we have full capabil-
ity; this is not true—we are saying we do have a capability, and some
of the large cities have more than a simple capability, indeed are try-
ing to do exactly as you say, take a look at the entire family picture.
Dr. NEWMAN. I think , that after 30 years of experience, in provid-

ing services from 6 in the morning until 6 at night for working
parents and parents in training, the Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict has that capability. It is there already in many, many centers, in
92 centers with our adult education, child observation, our advisory
councils.
In almost every single school, we have this family unit that you are

speaking of, and we pride ourselves on that.
As far as the prenatal services at the moment we are only finding

that our pregnant girls' schools, and some of our adult education
courses are providing some prenatal training.
The only thing that is missing so far is the in-home service.
Mrs. CHisHorm. Just one other question.
You mentioned parent participation and parent involvement.
What is the nature of this?
I know you are speaking with respect to your local school district.

I am cognizant of that. But what is the nature of parent participation
and parent involvement in your programs in Los Angeles?
Dr. NEWMAN. Every teacher has a parent advisory council. It is

composed of parents, staff, and community people. By mandate of the
schocd district, about 51 percent of those have to be parents with chil-
dren in that school.
Also we give community people the opportunity to become paid

aides in our school districts, either 3-hour aides or 6-hour aides. We
have over 15,000 volunteers in the school district, parent volunteers.
I think that is part of it.

•
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Also, built into these programs is the parent professional training
that is for community people and students.
Mrs: CHisHoLm. You do approve of the fact that in our bill our

councils and our committees should continue to have real parent
involvement?
Dr. NEWMAN. Absolutely.
Mrs. CHIsHoLm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Pressler.
Mr. PRESSLER. I would like to ask a two-part question, if I may, and

it is my only question.
In my district, many schools are in towns of 500 or 600 people. How,

then, can we implement this program when a high school has a total
staff of six faculty members, and a grade school perhaps about the
same?
Much of eastern South Dakota is this way, as perhaps are other

parts of the country.
Are you talking more in terms of big urban center programs?
Could we carry this out in our small towns?
Dr. NEWMAN. In California, of course, and even in Los Angeles

County, we have many small school districts. I am the president of
the Los Angeles County association. There are 95 school districts in
the county. Los Angeles is one of them. We have some that are very
small, maybe 10 schools, and 1 middle school, and they join some other
groups to make a high school district.
They do pool their resources. Possibly by providing some transpor-

tation, resources could be more centrally located.
Mr. PRESSLER. It is difficult to pool the resources of schools that are

30 to 40 miles apart, and it is difficult to transport 2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-year-
old children by bus.
Mr. STEINHILBER. I believe you have raised a very profound ques-

tion. We should look to a very similar problem, the question I had
when we were reviewing this legislation.
Are there any other facilities available how are the school facilities

used now? We find, for example, that some of those same small dis-
tricts are running breakfast and lunch programs for the elderly.
Indeed, some of those particular areas seemed to have more com-

munity involvement than some of our major urban centers.
I think an educational component can be run in those places. In-

deed, I would say that the school there could, by cooperative arrange-
ment, run the education component, while other agencies would pick
up some of the other components.
Mr. PRESSLER. That is an excellent answer. Thank you.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Lehman.
Mr. LEHMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I just want to ask you two quick questions. I wonder how you view

the role of the advisory committee established by this legislation.
Do you have such a committee in Los Angeles? Do you suggest

that such committee be composed entirely of parents of the children
involved?
Do you suggest that these advisory committees be comprised of

citizens who are not involved as parents of young children?
Dr. NEWMAN. Our advisory councils are made up of the majority of

parents, some community people, and staff of the schools.
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I view them, and the majority of our board view them, as advisory
to the principal.
Mr. LEHMAN. May I interrupt you?
Do you think this legislation should mandate advisory councils or

committees for this type of program, or do you think that should be
left to the discretion of the individual school systems?
Mr. STEINHILBER. If I might speak to this, Mr. Lehman.
Our problem with advisory committees is that every piece of legis-

lation going through now has one or more, and any school system
that is "worth its salt" obviously involves the parents.
Under title I, for example, we have a district wide advisory corn-

mittee.
Mr. LEHMAN. Let me interrupt.
If you were voting, would you support or reject a provision for man-

dating advisory committees as part of this legislation?
Mr. STEINHILBER. I would say I would vote down only because I

would-
Mr. LEHMAN. You have answered the question.
Dr. NEWMAN. We would have no quarrel with mandating advisory

councils because we already have them.
Three years ago, our board mandated advisory councils; before they

were voluntary.
Mr. STEINHILBER. I am not voting down advisory councils as such.

I am just saying that one could serve more than one purpose.
Mr. LEHMAN. It would concern me if I thought there was going to

be a proliferation of advisory councils.
I wonder whether we should leave it to the school boards.
Have you any data on how day care is working? Is there informa-

tion concerning following the young children that are going into this
program through the second and third grades?
Dr. NEWMAN. We do have the data in our school district.
We are convinced that the follow-through program has been success-

ful. In fact, we follow from kindergarten through third grade.
Mr. LEHMAN. I would like you to mail me a capsule of the record

and perhaps I will have it inserted in the record. I think it would be
useful.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Cornell.
Mr. CORNELL. Mrs. Chisholm preempted me on a matter in which I

am very interested, and that is that parental participation and
involvement.
I notice that you did mention that each one of the child centers had a

parent advisory council.
Mr. STEINHILBER. Yes.
Mr CORNELL. I would like to know if that is a nominal thing, or is

there real active participation?
Dr. NEWMAN. Just as in any type of organization, there are some

that are extremely active and there are some that have difficulty in
keeping together.
In some of our schools, for instance, we have a very transient popula-

tion, and by the time summer is over, all those people on the advisory
council are gone, and the principal has to recruit some others.
We have others that are extremely stable. We have one that has 13

attorneys on the advisory council, an extremely stable community.
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Their problems are different from the problems of some of the
schools. For instance, where I live, 90 percent of the people are Spanish
speaking.
Mr. CORNELL. I am not going to comment on your remark about

stability with attorneys, but another point—I gather from what I read
here that you have 82 child centers.
Dr. NEWMAN. Eighty-two, yes.
Mr. CORNELL. What percentage of that is day care centers or child

care centers?
In other words, how many are run by private nonprofit organiza-

tions and how many are run by commercial enterprises?
Dr. NEWMAN. I really have no idea. My guess is that maybethere are

twice as many, if not more, private agencies of one type or another, all
over the Los Angeles area.
Mr. CORNELL. How do you feel about Federal funds being used for

commercial day care centers?
Dr. NEWMAN. Public funds be used?
MT. CORNELL. No.
Dr. NEWMAN. I am involved in public education, and I think that is

where the taxpayer's money should go. We run an educational system,
and we believe that child care centers are educational, not just baby-
sitting enterprises.
Mr. CORNELL. One last question.
I noted on page 7 of your testimony you referred to special education

for the mentally and physically handicapped.
• Do you have any idea of the total percentage of those within your
area that are mentally and physically handicapped who are receiving
Such care?
Dr. NEWMAN. Here we are talking about the preschooler. Only a very

small percentage are being handled because of the difficulty in busing
them to the centers. Many parents do not like to release their children
to these facilities. They would rather take care of them at home.
But it is a very small percentage of those that are really needing this

facility.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you very much.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Hall.
Mr. HALL. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I have one question, following up on

Mr. Cornell.
You mentioned that the prevalence of all these lawyers may be giv-

ing a kind of stability to your board, and constantly spoke about parent
participation, parent involvement, what I want to know is what is the
nature of the participation and the assistance of the parents of these
children in the centers?
One of the benefits we have found in many of the day care centers,

for example, in New York City, is that many of the children do much
better when they enter the public school situation—you can pick them
out from those who have had no prior experience. This is because the
parents have been counseled, and given guidance in the kinds of things
that are necessary to alleviate strife in the family.
I am not interested in parent participation from the theoretical

standpoint. I want to know what services are given to the parents of
children in the centers to help assure constant and persistent growth
in a family which might otherwise fall apart.
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Do you have that kind of service?
Dr. NEWMAN. I think that where we have the best opportunity to

see evidence of this is in our title I schools where the parents are in-
volved in inservice training and participating in many, many classes as
observers.
Many of the advances in our reading programs and other programs

in our district are because of the parent involvement. The parents be-
come more sophisticated—I am speaking of poverty parents—about the
budget and school board problems than many of our board members.
They are extremely knowledgeable about these things. I see the evidence
there.
Our parents are involved and participating and advising but not

controlling. I think that is the difference. The board has developed a
document on advisory council policy.
I would be glad to send one of those to you if you would like. That

would show you in general what the board's feeling is about participa-
tion by their council.
Mr. CORNELL. One more question, along the same lines.
I believe you mentioned in response to Mrs. Chisholm's first question

that there were about 15,000 parent volunteers?
Dr. NEWMAN. Yes. These volunteers may be parents, or may be from

the elderly. We have adult programs, we have a grandparents program.
We are encouraging the elderly to come back into the schools, to tutor,
and to be there on the campus.
There are probably better than 15,000 organized volunteers.
Mr. CORNELL. Have you any idea how many of these are actually

parents of children in the centers?
Dr. NEWMAN. The majority are. A very small percentage are just

citizens in the community who want to help, or are senior citizens who
we encourage to come into the schools. The majority are parents.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Dr. Newman and Mr. Steinhilber, we are very grateful for your

thoughtful testimony.
Our next witness is Mr. Ray Peterson, director of Federal Relations

of the Council of Chief State School Officers.

STATEMENT OF RAY PETERSON, DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL RELA-

TIONS OF THE COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS

Mr. PETERSON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee.
I am Ray Peterson, director of Federal Relations of the Council of

Chief State School Officers, representing the superintendents and
commissioners of education in all the States and extra-State jurisdic-
tions, who wishes to assist the committee in its efforts to provide as-
sistance to the States for early childhood and family services.
The Council of Chief State School Officers' policy statement of

November 1974, recognizes that the quality of early childhood experi-
ences in both home and school is of critical importance to the develop-
ment of the child. Therefore, CCSSO strongly urges that preschool
programs have an educational component and that State education
agencies assume leadership positions in the planning of these pro-
grams.
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Given the States' intent to extend services to young children not
now currently served, and given the capability of State agencies to
participate in this program, the bill is particularly timely because of
the severe fiscal difficulties currently being experienced in many States.
As the committee is aware, States like Connecticut and New Jersey

are facing deficits close to a half billion dollars. In Washington State
the fiscal problems in the Seattle area are of such magnitude as to
threaten the continued operation of the public schools. In other States,
like Minnesota, forecast fiscal surplus is disappearing.
The concepts and operations provided for in the bill involve many

unanswered questions. Some uncertainty exists among the professions
and the public as to the appropriate settings and the most effective
comprehensive service programs appropriate for very young children.
The necessary governmental and administrative coordinating mech-

anisms are yet to be proven. Given these questions, the bill provides
an appropriate range of alternative settings and programs. We sup-
port the multiple agency services concepts.
The bill also provides, in our opinion, a reasonable level of funding,

an appropriate planning year, and reasonable matching requirements.
While we support the bill's emphasis on coordination of multiple
services by units of general government, we do have substantial ques-
tions concerning the Federal-State-local administrative mechanism,
the sponsor-client governance arrangements, and the adequacy of the
bill's provisions for supporting and strengthening educational agency
contributions to the programs.
We agree with the testimony of Mrs. Edelman of the Washington

Research Project Action Council, that another look at the role of the
States is needed at this time.
We, of course, cannot support provisions which relegate applica-

tions submitted by States for prime sponsorship to a second priority.
While few States currently have resources to initiate prekinder-

garten programs, I believe the evidence is clear that the Governors
and chief State school offices in many States are advocates for early
childhood programs and wish to support this bill.
It is also clear that Governors and chief State school officers have

in recent years instituted with State funds childrens' programs which
your committee has advocated at the Federal level, such as assistance
for the handicapped and the non-English speaking.
The Congress would find that adequate participation by the States

in this bill would stimulate similar growth of State support for early
childhood and family services. The States are moving rapidly to de-
velop more progressive revenue sources, and to use State funds to
equalize opportunities for children.
The prime sponsorship provisions in this bill would ignore these

trends, and emphasize locally based programs which those jurisdic-
tions cannot support in the long run.

Sections 104(b) (c) should be rewritten and merged in order that
the Secretary give first review to prime sponsorship plans submitted
by the States, and approve those State or local plans which will pro-
vide the highest quality of services to all areas in the State, reflect the
most cost-beneficial cooperative efforts between jurisdictions and agen-
cies in the State, and otherwise meet the requirements of the bill.
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Turning now to project applications, we support the bill's intent
to assist a diversity of project contractors. This diversity is necessary
to provide a range of services, in widely differing sites such as homes
or places of employment, and flexible scheduling and staffing.
However, we believe that some form of priority or preference should

be assigned to project applications from State or local education agen-
cies. No other public or private agency has equivalent facilities, staff,
or management capacity in place in every community.
We would further propose that a specific first priority be granted

to project applications from State or local governmental agencies pro-
posing to utilize available space in existing public buildings or to
employ licensed or certified professionals; this provision would make
the best use of existing resources in a time of economic difficulties. It
would also stretch the resources being provided in the bill without
conflicting with any other provision of the bill.
Turning just briefly to the child and family services planning, we

are concerned that the bill will not fund early childhood education
programs which would be put into competition with such programs
and services already offered in certain areas by State or local education
agencies. This conflict could occur particularly with reference to
kindergarten programs for children at age 5, but in certain areas pre-
kindergarten programs offered by the public schools are also available.
The intent of the bill is, we think, to expand rather than duplicate

coverage. We would suggest, therefore, that in section 106 (c) , a provi-
sion be added after subsection (1) to the effect that the Secretary shall
not approve a plan to provide services which would duplicate services
already being offered free to all children by state or local education
agencies with regard to the child and family services councils and
parent policy committees which this committee has already discussed
with previous witnesses.
We also have problems in this area. Let me hasten to say that we

support the concept of parent involvement.
Also we would suggest briefly that local or State labor boards of

education be guaranteed representation on the councils or the com-
mittees, and second, that the councils or committees in cases where
the States or locals are prime sponsors they report through those duly
constituted boards.
We would suggest a specific review of any appeal on the part of

these councils or committees by the Secretary in order that the author-
ity which you provide would be further protected by the Secretary's
power to withhold funds.
The intent of this provision would not subvert the bill's intent with

regard to the participation of parent and community members in
policymaking for these programs, rather, it is an attempt to bridge the
governance gap which exists between such congressionally mandated
committees and the unique lay board structure of public education in
the United States.
Mr. Chairman, I have other suggestions in the bill regarding the

home and the use of LEA's, and the National Institute, and the com-
mittee can take those under advisement.
Thank you.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Peterson, for a most

useful series of suggestions.
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I would just ask you if you can make a generalized comment on
this question.
To what extent do States provide, from State tax dollars, support,

for, to use the phrase in your testimony, prekindergarten programs at
this time?
Could you give me an answer in terms of percentages of State tax

dollars that go for public education? What percentage of State tax
dollars would go for public education for prekindergarten programs?
Mr. PETERSON. The best data I have is that there are 35 State sup-

ported kindergarten programs 9 State mandated optional kinder-
garten programs available to all at the the discretion of the parent,
and 13 States have some State support for prekindergarten programs.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thirteen States have some support for prekinder-

garten programs?
Mr. PETERSON. Yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Have you any idea about what kind of money we are

talking about in those States?
Mr. PETERSON. I really do not, Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to

try to get that material for the committee and supply it.
Mr. BRADEMAS. The thrust of my question obviously is to suggest

that there has not exactly been a stampede by the States to vote State
tax dollars for the kinds of programs that this legislation would
provide.
Do you have any comment on that?
Mr. PETERSON. No; but I think, Mr. Chairman the record is clear

that more and more Governors and chief State school officers are de-
veloping programs for children, and it is clear to us that the Federal
programs that have been developed in the past, for example, in the
area of bilingual or handicapped education, have perhaps served as
catalysts to generate State funds for these programs.
It is clear in a number of States, such as Massachusetts and Cali-

fornia, that these programs are going to be supported by State funds
following the catalytic effort of the Federal Government.
So that while the States are presently laboring under severe fiscal

burdens, and as you know, New Jersey, for example, is running a half
billion dollars deficit even without the school equalization program—
the same in Connecticut, you have heard from Seattle—I believe the
States are making some effort, and that this bill would serve to
stimulate further effort on behalf of the States.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you, Mr. Peterson.
Mrs. Chisholm?
Mrs. CHISHOLM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
On page 5 of your statement you indicated:
However, we believe that some form of priority or preference should be as-

signed to project applications from state or local education agencies. No other
public or private agency has equivalent facilities, staff, or management capacity
in place in every community.

Granted that you do have these facilities, that you do have staff,
that you do have the management capacity, somewhere along the line,
I get the feeling that the overall and overriding concern is not that of
looking at the total picture, viewing the family as a unit, and giving
them comprehensive services' such as indepth counseling, prenatal
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care, homemaker services—multidiscipline services that could help
strengthen the family unit.
One gets the feeling that people are only talking about the facili-

ties, about the teachers, about the staff, and are overlooking the role
these day care or child care center programs play in giving stability
and strength to family units.
What bothers me today is that the schools seem to be asking the

Congress to mandate that they be sole operating agencies when they
have equal opportunity along with other organizations to be chosen as
operational agencies by the State.
Can you address yourself to that?
Mr. PETERSON. My testimony does not state that schools should be

chosen or mandated. We are merely suggesting that we support the
multiple support services concept in the schools, that the schools have
facilities and staff which can be used as part of the program, which the
bill outlines.
We understand that this would require extensive additional staff,

additional services, if the schools were to be used in providing day care.
As I pointed out in the beginning, there are many unanswered ques-

tions concerning how these services would be put together anywhere
whether in the school, hospital, or local service agency.
It would be difficult and time consuming. We are merely suggesting

that the schools have the facilities and the staff resources available,
which could be used as a part of the multiple services outlined.
We do feel that many communities can show that schools are already

significantly involved with the parents and the communities. Many
title I schools have outstanding programs where parents and health
authorities and other applicable social services are involved already.
I think your bill requires adequate demonstration of that kind of

capability.
We are not insisting that the schools be given authority without

such a demonstration.
Mrs. CHISHOLM. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Lehman.
Mr. LEHMAN. I want to thank the gentleman for his indepth and

very interesting testimony. I have no questions.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Cornell.
Mr. CORNELL. I have just one question.
In reference to the remarks on pages 6 and 7 about the role of local

school boards, I was concerned about whether you disagreed with the
provisions of the bill to expand participation of parents of children
that are being served in the program?
Mr. PETERSON. No, not at all, Mr. Cornell.
It is clear that dealing with very young children requires signif-

icantly more involvement of the parents in de,c;sionmaking and pro-
gram choices, and we support that concept of the bill.
We have worked with the committee in other areas, to suggest

similar mechanisms for providing policy input by other groups who
wish to have more influence on local boards or State board decisions,
but what we are saying is that the Congress must take a look at what
it is legislating with regard to advisory councils and auxiliary policy
committees. In some cases it becomes almost impossible for a chief
State school officer to adequately discharge his responsibilities. Many
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of them spend a majority of their time representing themselves to
policy and advisory councils that have been mandated in legislation.
We are suggesting there are ways to bridge that gap—to have the

kind of mechanism that you want for additional parent participation
in decisionmaking, but at the same time integrate that with the
legally constituted boards.
There is a very serious question about delegation of authority raised

by some of the provisions of your bill with regard to vocations, choice
of directors, and that sort of thing.
We are suggesting that the gap between the two bodies be bridged

either by representation of the regular boards on your councils and
committees, or by reports by your councils and committees through
the duly constituted boards.
I think there are ways to bridge this gap so that Congress can be

satisfied that it is getting the parent involvement, while local boards
and administrators are not rendered incapable of discharging their
duties because of the additional administrative mechanisms proposed.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Hall.
Mr. HALL. I have no questions.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much.
We will certainly take into consideration your very thoughtful

suggestions.
Our next witness is Mr. Albert Shanker, president of the American

Federation of Teachers.
Mr. Shanker, we are glad to have you with us. You may wish to

identify your associates.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT SHANKER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FED-
ERATION OF TEACHERS, AFL—CIO, ACCOMPANIED BY CARL J.
MEGEL, AFT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, AND GREG HUMPHREY,
ASSISTANT AFT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR

Mr. SHANKER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I have submitted a statement to you. I do not intend to read the state-
ment. I do wish to make a few remarks on the position of the American
Federation of Teachers.
We are a union of teachers, paraprofessionals and other education

personnel. We represent more than 450,000 members in over 2,000 local
unions throughout the country.
We believe very strongly that the time has come for this country to

develop a system of universal day care, child care, early childhood
education, an entire package of services, both universal and free. I
wish to emphasize these two points, because I feel very strongly that
programs which are essentially aimed at, let us say, the poor, only turn
out to be poor programs.
These programs are generally inadequately funded, and there is

frequently resentment on the part of the citizens who do not have
these services. The poor do not have, in this country, an adequate
base from which to expand or to maintain these programs.
We feel that if these services were available on a universal basis,

there would be an adequate basis for support for expansion and for
maintenance of quality.
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We also believe that these services should be free. If some people
have greater means than others, then they should make a greater con-
tribution to the support of this and other systems through a progres-
sive tax system, and not through payment for services that are provided
at public expense.
We have a very strong position on the delivery of these services.

We very strongly oppose a role in this field for private profitmakers.
We feel that the private profitmaker problem was very clearly demon-
strated in the recent nursing home scandals where the motive is the
bottom line in terms of money.
There is constant incentive and motivation to take dollars from

quality, from facilities, from safety, from health, from standards of
personnel, from adult-child ratios resulting in a deterioration of
standards simply to build up the dollars.
We also very strongly favor public school prime sponsorship of

these programs, and here I wish specifically to refer to 6 and 7 of my
statement which quote a resolution and position adopted unanimously
by the AFL—CIO executive council which states:
In most communities, the school system would be the appropriate prime spon-

sor of the child care and early childhood development program, with the respon-
sibility for planning programs, distributing funds and monitoring programs.
Where the school system is unwilling or unable to undertake this responsibility
in accordance with Federal standards, some other appropriate public or non-
profit community organization should be eligible.
Even where the public school systems are the prime sponsors, all of the serv-

ices need not actually be offered in public school facilities. For instance, com-
munities may want in-home child care, family and group day care homes for
children who are too young and not ready for large school facilities as well as
special services for the emotionally and physically handicapped which may be
offered outside the educational system. We support the expansion of these
diversified services by educational systems or by an alternative sponsor as they
administer these programs.
Only public and non-profit groups should be permitted to participate in the

program. There is no legitimate role for profit-making entrepreneurs in child
care programs. The sorry record of profit-making organizations in the provision
of human services, especially in the nursing-home, health care and education
fields, has led the AFL—CIO to strongly oppose any involvement of profit-makers
in human services programs. Profit-makers were excluded from providing day
care under Head Start. They should continue to be excluded in any new early
childhood and day care programs.

We feel that prime sponsorship should rest with the public schools,
because we have within the public schools a national system of gov-
ernance which has already developed expertise in terms of the admin-
istration of programs, in terms of coordination with other city agen-
cies, in terms of development of certification, standards of personnel,
in terms of many facilities, in terms of space. Not all programs will
use these facilities, but where they will it would certainly be wasteful
to pay for either constructions or renting other facilities that are
similar and perhaps inferior, when facilities already exist.
I also wish to point out that we recognize that there are already

programs in existence which public schools do not sponsor, and we
have no wish to have those programs move over if they do not wish
to do so.
So long as we have programs operating, that are meeting the stand-

ards that I hope will be enacted as part of this legislation, there
should be no reason why there need be a shift in prime sponsorship
or governance of existing programs.
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These are the remarks that I wish to emphasize from my statement.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Shanker, for a most

stimulating and interesting statement.
In my own judgment what you have had to say represents a very

constructive contribution to this discussion for the fundamental rea-
son that the thrust of your statement, as I read it, is to call much needed
attention to the importance of the public schools paying more atten-
tion to the whole field of preschool programs. Mr. Peterson, in an-
swer to one of my earlier questions, indicated, as I recall, that only 13
States provided any State tax dollars for prekindergarten programs.
This would indicate we have a long way to go in this country in
involving the public schools in these programs.
Your statement, I take it you would not disagree, calls for greater

involvement of public schools in the kinds of programs that would be
provided under this legislation.
Mr. S HANKER. Yes.
Mr. BRADEMAS. A second point that I think represents a construc-

tive contribution is your call for involving not only children of the
poor, but children from other economic backgrounds.
I think you are aware that that has been the intentions of the

sponsors of this bill, from the outset.
Let me just ask you a couple of questions, Mr. Shanker.
What is your view on the role of the States?
You represent some of the biggest States in the Union; you have

had some experience with State Government, as well as municipal
government ?
Mr. SHANKER. Yes.
This is a question that we are still debating. It is my understanding,

for instance, that the National School Boards Association has taken
a position that local education agencies should be eligible for prime
sponsorship.
I do not know that at this point we are ready to say that you should

go that way, or say it should go through educational agencies, or
through the State. I think this is something that has to be worked
out. We do not have a position on it.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I have two other quick questions.
Do you envision the administration of these programs, were they to

operate within a public school, to be in the hands of the principal of
the school where the programs are being carried out, or to be
administered autonomously within that school?
Mr. SHANKER. I think for the most part that they would be auton-

omously administered. I think that we are dealing with a range of
programs and services which do go beyond the narrow function. Many
schools have had broader functions, and have entered into the problems
of health care and screening and nutritional needs, but I would think
that we enter here into a field which is different enough, and which
would probably, whether or not those facilities are used, need somewhat
different standards and requirements for personnel at every level, not
just at the administrative level.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Your reply touched on the final area I would ask

about namely, personnel.
You represent school teachers. What are your views regarding

staffing requirements for a public school-operated child care center?
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Are school teachers who are presently teaching in the public schools
properly trained or do they need to be provided with more training
appropriate to this kind of program?
Mr. SHANKER. I think that standards should be developed, and this

will be a developing process because a universal set of standards does
not exist at the present time, in any level of education, and certainly
not for just child care. I do not believe that if a person has a teaching
license in some other field that that person is automatically qualified
to move over into day care.
I believe that qualifications ought to be established on the basis of

the type of programs, and of the needs the children have. Not only
teachers would be eligible for these provisions, but new college gradu-
ates, people who perhaps are specifically prepared to go into this
field, and people from other fields.
I would say that we do not envision an automatic transfer policy.

I think the sponsorship of day care programs has nothing to do with
staffing personnel. I think that the certification of professionals to
standards, to nonprofessionals, just as dealing with questions of space
and safety, and the nature of the program, I do not think that the
sponsorship ought to determine that.
If we decide that a program needs a professional who meets stand-

ards X, Y, and Z, then those standards ought to be met whether the
prime sponsor is the State, city, community agency, the public school,
or anybody else.
I think the standards have to be determined by the nature of the job.

and not by the prime sponsor, or program administrator.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much.
The Chair is pleased to recognize the distinguished Senator from

Minnesota, Senator Mondale.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank

you, Mr. Shanker, for a very interesting statement.
We have a problem in deciding how to proceed with this bill. In 1971

we passed what we then thought was the best approach, the Compre-
hensive Child Development Act. This legislation had the support of
a broad coalition of educational, religious, community, and other
groups; it was vetoed.
Four years later, we have a deficit of $65 billion to $70 billion; we

have the coalition facing turf disputes; we have a President who has
said he will accept no new programs, whose vetoes are rarely over-
turned, as we saw yesterday concerning the proposed job opportuni-
ties legislation.
Then, we have this new philosophy that is becoming popular in

America, which suggests that no social services are ever effectively
administered.
What would you advise, with this background and the other things

you may wish to put into it, that we ought to do this year?
Should we pass the best comprehensive bill that we can fashion, or

should we seek to pass something less than that—something
which included startup expenses, training expenses, pilot programs—
on which we might override a veto, and move this along somehow?
What do you recommend?
Mr. SHANKER. I am never in favor of pilot programs, because I

think the world is full of pilot programs which were a substitute for
doing something.
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I think that the effort ought to be made to get a decent start on pro-
grams which deliver services to a large number of children with the
risk of the veto.
I am just appalled that we have these needs in many fields, in the

field of child and family services certainly, and in the health field, to
speak of another one in which action has not been taken.
I believe that as a Nation we are spending huge sums of money so

that unemployed people can sit home feeling miserable about their
own worth, when for a little bit more those people could be working
productively, feeling quite good, not in make-work jobs, but in pro-
viding services that we know will be needed 5, 10, 15, or 20 years from
now.
I think that this is one of the major areas of social movement that

we ought to be pushing for.
Senator MONDALE. You recommend then that we proceed with the

best bill that we can fashion?
Mr. SHANKER. Yes I do.
Senator MONDALE. That we speak clearly on that, and see what

follows?
Mr. SHANKER. Yes.
Senator MONDALE. One of the difficulties we have is what I call the

"turf problem"—who is going to administer the program.
Just before we passed the Comprehensive Child Development Act in

1971, the former President, who is no longer with us, sent the Sec-
retary of HEW around the country trying to stir up State welfare de-
partments and others to fight our bill.
Fortunately we were able •to pass the bill before he was able to

mobilize that opposition.
I would like to avoid what could be a major clash over that same

question.
Do you see any way of resolving this problem in favor of the chil-

dren, in a way that responsively disposes of the issue?
Mr. SHANKER. I do not think it can be disposed of, but I think it

can be minimized. One way of minimizing it is not to allow anyone
to operate a program which does not meet standards, or else that pro-
gram is going to be dismantled or shifted over to another.
Senator MONDALE. An existing program?
Mr. SHANKER. Yes. I think another group of concerns is that the

schools are not going to provide such a program, they just do not want
to, or they do not care.
I think a third way to assure it works out for the children is to see

to it that there are adequate standards in the legislation that define the
quality of the program.
But you know we have all the problems that you have made men-

tion of in terms of turning around many different groups in order to
get this bill through.
If on top of all the other problems, we have to create totally brand

new delivery systems, systems of governance, the problem becomes
insurmountable.

There is a system of governance in the public schools. It has been
around for a long time. It has a degree of public confidence, in spite
of all the criticisms, all the shortcomings.
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Any institution that deals with services is going to make mistakes,
and is going to have some incompetence. There is no human institution
where you do not find these things.
You can certainly find a share of them in the public schools, but it

is an institution that. exists. You do not have the initial period of or-
ganization, of conflict, of all the things you go through when, in addi-
tion to delivering services you also have to create a brand new system
of administration governing the personnel, management, money man-
agement, everything else.
I just believe that the impossible hurdle there is to try to get a pro-

gram that is going to be big, is to develop all sorts of agencies all over
the place.
I think if that happens the program will not last very long. I think

it will not be well managed, it will not be consistent.
That will just be throwing cash here and cash there, and you will get

a vast range of things, and I think very soon after that you will come
under tremendous criticism.
I think you have another problem if you do not develop a permanent

base of adequate support. When you relate to an established institution,
you have a constituent, you have parents, you have a school board.
I do not know whether they were around in 1971, whether they had an
intensive interest, but they do now.
Maybe some came late, and, as was pointed out before, maybe school

systems and others are coming in this late, but as long as they are com-
ing, it represents a brand new source of community support that was
missing before 1971. It is a source that we ought to welcome, and it is
a source that has been there for over 100 years.
I think both from the point of view of having an institution that is

there, and not developing a new one, having one that exists in every
political subdivision of the country in which there is some public con-
fidence, and one that has a certain amount of political clout. This is
the way to go.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much.
Mrs. Chisholm.
Mrs. CHISHOLM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, first of all, I have several questions I would like to

ask Mr. Shanker. Because of the pressure of time,and the necessity of
having another witness appear, I would like to ask permission to submit
to Mr. Shanker a total of 20 questions, and have them answered and sent
back to the committee.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Yes.
Mrs. CHisHoLm. In the interest of time I will ask about three ques-

tions only.
I think one of the things we have to recognize is that we must look

at the entire program.
Having been affiliated with day care programs, Head Start. and

nursing school programs for the better part of my educational life, I
can understand that every group has a constituency you have a con-
stituency I have a constituency which elected me to office.
We have to recognize that we must be concerned about the children

and their families, and how best they can be served.
There is no doubt that some of the day care centers, are not the best,

but that generalization could also be applicable to our public school
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system, where the teachers who have their degrees and certificates may
not be the best.
What is distressing is the opposition coming from your organization,

people are saying that day care and Head Start staff are not qualified;
persons without a degree or high school diploma are hired as teachers.
In some instances, day care centers are referred to as Kentucky fried
children outfits.
It seems to me we must unite to work for the best possible program

for families. We must not try to use scare tactics.
I abhor this tactic. I am a person who has been trained in the field,

involved in the field of day care. This is damaging to a whole score of
people in the day care field, who because of their commitment and their
dedication to bring about a program which would involve a compre-
hensive family outlook, now stand in the position of being put aside on
a trash heap because they are not licensed.
I would like to know particularly in view of the economic squeeze,

whether your underlying motivation might be to safeguard full
teacher employment, and full utilization of the schools, realizing that
this bill authorizes $185 million. You would be in a position to employ
thousands of teachers, secretaries, and all kinds of personnel.
Mr. SHANKER. When we go into motivation, I suppose each of us

here has motives, and so has everybody who is in education, day care,
politics, labor, and everything else.
So I really think that we can all assume that each of us has motives,

and therefore we can just cast them aside and deal with the arguments
and answer the questions.
I agree with everything you said in terms of what has to be delivered,

not just in terms of the statement that you just made, but in terms of
your emphasis in previous questions on the role of parents in such
programs.
I know that we have stated some of those things, but we were not

quoting ourselves, we were quoting people like Marjorie Keiperling
who did a study for the Day Care Council of New York, which did
point out there were many of these shortcomings.
Kentucky fried children was not an invention of mine. It was in an

article by Joseph Featherstone in the New Republic several years
ago. He is an excellent critic not only of the public schools, but of the
free enterprise that is trying to get into this field.
He wrote a piece which was headlined "Kentucky Fried Children," 

since some of the food chains were beginning to gear up and get into
this field.
I have in some pieces that I have written pointed to some of the

better pieces of research that have been done in this field. I am sure
that as a longtime advocate of day care, from your time in the New
York State Legislature—we discussed programs in those days—you
tried to bring funding into these programs.
Wherever we see evidence of programs that are poorly run, where

the standards do not apply, we both should be working together to
eliminate that.
Mrs. CuisHoLm. I agree with part of what you are saying, but is it

not interesting that no one seems to discuss the benefits of the day care
program in New York City as they have existed for the past 15 or 20
years ?
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If these programs did not exist, if the commitment and the concern
was not there we would have many more difficulties to deal with in the
city of New York.
What concerns me is that we do not discuss both sides of the issue.

One gets the impression that the day care center programs, their per-
sonnel, all of these individuals just do not know what they have been
doing for years. They are no good.
We have to talk about the weaknesses of programs, not only in the

day care centers, but also in the public schools; we have lots of
weaknesses.
This troubles me because you are a leader, you are a union leader

with a very large following, and I am concerned about your approach.
Mr. SHANKER. You may be aware of the fact that only a few weeks

ago there was a front page story in the New York Times that said New
York State was cutting off its funding of day care because of the
failure to meet standards.
If you go through the Keyserling report, if you go beyond that to

reports on Head Start programs, when you had absolutely no facil-
ities—and you know how long it takes to build something—the kind of
facility you are going to get generally is a store front, or an apartment,
or somewhere else which is frequently not going to be up to the stand-
ards that are required in advance when you build something especially
for children in the first place.
Now, that stands to reason. That is pretty much what we are saying.

Obviously not all of these programs should or can be in public schools;
not all of them are going to be in public buildings. A great deal of day
care will be home care.
But we strongly support the development of such programs, I think

when you get the kind of headlines you get in the New York Times
about the State stopping funds when they start describing some of the
conditions some of the waste, some of the safety hazards, and things
like that, I think we have a responsibility to see to it that the standards
are met.
I think we have a large number of unlicensed operations because

they cannot meet standards. If you have unreasonable standards, get
rid of them; if you have reasonable standards, make sure they are
enforced, but do not have a whole bunch of unlicensed operators out
there.
Mrs. CHisHoLm. Mr. Shanker, isn't that observation applicable to

the public school situation in some of the districts in New York City?
We do not try to throw the teachers out because they are protected by

tenure and all kinds of rights, but we try to find a resolution to resolve
these difficulties, and to resolve these conflicts.
The only thing I am asking is, if indeed the public school situation

does take over this whole day care center operation, are the public
schools going to be in a position to meet the flexibility with the kind
of hours, the kind of timing?
There are so many factors that are involved in a day care situation

that a public school is not in a position to meet.
Mr. SHANKER. I want to emphasize once more that not all of these

things are going to take place in school. I do not know of anybody who
says that they should. Some of them can and should take place in the
schools.
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If the schools do not have the flexibility necessary, they will then
come under the statement which is here, which is that those who are
unwilling or unable to conduct such programs will not. It is as simple
as all that.
This is a way of saying to an institution that is out there, that has

an awful lot of resources, if you can submit a program that meets our
standards, if you can develop a flexibility which many of you have
not had before, then you will be permitted to do this. If not, we are
going to bypass you and go elsewhere.
I am not saying that if the public schools are unwilling to provide

the flexibility we both believe is vital to good day care that we just
throw up our arms and say, well, fine we will just do these limited
things the public school might want to do.
I would not stand for that, and I do not know anybody else that

would.
Mrs. CHisHoLm. One final question.
What is this mandate that the schools be the operating agency when

they can be selected just as well as viable organizations?
Mr. SHANKER. No. The prime sponsor might go to some other agen-

cies to sponsor, and actually administer some of the programs. You
have two separate issues here.
It certainly would not actually operate the home care. It might set

standards, it would be responsible for some administration, some
supervision of it, but this is not going to make the home a school.
Mrs. CilisHoim. I am going to end now, and submit other questions

to you in writing.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Shanker, I too have a number of other questions

that I would like to submit in writing to you, and I would be grateful
to have your answers.
I must leave for a quorum call. I regret that I will not be here to

hear the statement of James A. Harris, president of the National
Education Association, but I do have to leave.
Senator MONDALE. Mr. Lehman.
Mr. LEHMAN. I agree with your statement on the no fee arrange-

ment in the public school.
I concur with Senator Mondale's statement that there is disillusion

among the people of this country with throwing money at social
problems, but this is one piece of legislation that will deal with the
problems of Middle America more than any other piece of legislation.
I think that we can probably get the kind of support we need for

the bill. We have also heard testimony to the effect that when Middle
America, among the middle class, there is a suspicion, or there is a
reservation that you are going to destroy the family with these pro-
grams, that you are trying to brainwash the children, undermine the
teachers, and the family.
We have had a hard enough time with just the appropriation as-

pects of this bill. How do you believe we should deal with the concerns
of the Middle American constituency who oppose the philosophy of
this legislation, viewing it as a conspiracy to get the children of Middle
America?
Mr. SHANKER. I think that obviously we are going to have to es-

tablish priorities, since it is unrealistic to expect that there will be a
program that is going to develop all of the services for all of the chil-
dren who need them.

(
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If as a priority we try to serve those children who are now left alone,
because they are in a single parent family where the parent is working,
or where the child is in a family where both parents are working, where
the argument is not how you destroy the family, but is the child left
alone-
Mr. LEH3fAN. I know that, and you know that, but what I am trying

to do is to let the public know what.
Mr. SHANKER. It is voluntary, and I think we have to keep appealing

to the experiences of people. Even where a parent is home, when a
parent has a number of children, that parent frequently does not wish
to spend a good part of the day supervising the children.
I think we just need more and more parents to come forth and say,

I do put my child in front of the TV set for 2 hours, I do send the
child out to do so-and-so, and if I could do some things myself, I could
spend 2 or 3 really rich hours with my children. If I have to be a full
time babysitter, I am not very good for my children all day either.
Mr. LEHMAN. How do we get that in the legislation?
Mr. SHANKER. I think the fact that it is a voluntary program. I

think a lot of parents must deal with daycare in terms of what really
goes on.
I think if it is discussed at ideological levels, we lose the argument

if we keep giving a picture of what really goes on out there, I think we
can win the argument.
Mr. LEH3fAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MONDALE. Mr. Cornell.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You are probably aware that during our hearings at earlier dates

we had groups of operators of what you have called profitmaking day
care centers, or commercial day care centers, of course, defending their
particular interests.
For instance, we had quite a number from New York State who in-

sisted that the State regulations regarding day care centers were quite
strict.
During one of my home visits I visited some of the day care centers

operated by profitmaking groups. They indicated that the State super-
vision and regulation of their particular day care centers were far
more strict than those that were operated, for instance, by Government
groups.
Do you think it would be possible, in view of what you have said,

to have the Federal Government establish minimum standards for
State regulations where State standards are not presently being met?
Mr. SHANKER. I do not think that we should allow the States to set

up these standards. I think the standards ought to be Federal, other-
wise I think by and large they will be lower.
The second part of this problem with the private sector is when you

build up a large private sector, you build up a lobby that constantly
works to lower the standards. You do not have that problem in the
public sector.
You do have the private sector constantly before the Congress trying

to get rid of just safety standards and health standards, and you have
people coming before you talking about the number of injuries and
deaths in a given industry.
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So long as there is a profit motive, there is a tremendous lobby that
wants to forget about life and standards, and quality, and that wants
to translate the whole thing into dollars.
I think that even if you were to begin with very high federally

legislated standards, but allowed a big private sector, essentially you
would be funding a huge lobby which would be right back here trying
to modify that legislation, and you would get a downward spiral in
your standards.
Mr. CORNELL. One other thing that you mentioned in response to a

question from Congressman Brademas was that you did not believe
that the principal, for instance, of a public school should supervise
the preschool program; is that correct?
Mr. SHANKER. At the present time none of their training or experi-

ence has been in this area and I would say that probably if we had an
adequate program, there are not enough people out there at this very.
moment. This is something that would have been in the process of de-
veloping, but as the programs developed we would also be engaged in
simultaneous training, and I think those people who are now princi-
pals and would like to qualify themselves for this field should meet
whatever qualifications are set up in this field.
I would not assume that a person who is a principal of an elementary

school, middle school, or high school, or is a teacher from one of the
other areas of the school system, is automatically qualified for work
in this field.
As a matter of fact, I would assume it did not automatically qualify

them.
Mr. CORNELL. Suppose you are using a public school facility, would

you create another position to supervise the so-called preschool pro-
gram? To whom would this person be responsible?
Mr. SHANKER. I want to return to a point. While in some cases

public school facilities may be used, we do not view prekindergarten
classes as a place where 25 or 30 children are sent into rooms to learn
counting or reading, or something like that.
We fire not talking about developing an extension of school in here.

We are talking about programs which are very, very different. You
have that now. You have Head Start and you have some day care and
other programs in public schools, and it is not the regular principal
who runs these programs.
So we are not talking about something that has never been done

before. It has been done and it can be done, and it can be expanded.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you.
Senator MONDALE. For more than 3 years I chaired a Select Com-

mittee on Equal Educational Opportunity with which your organiza-
tion cooperated a great deal. I am sure you are aware of the fact that
perhaps the most heartbreaking condition in America today, the great-
est human waste in America today, is found where millions of children
grow up under cheated circumstances—broken homes, destitution,
physical and human and emotional problems that are unmet in fam-
ilies where education and so on is not something that is in the tradition.
Often the children speak different languages or come from different

cultures. This can undermine communications and understanding with
the rest of the community, and sometimes this carries with it insults
and damages to the children's personal self-esteem. All of these things
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which I am sure you are quite familiar with, cost this country as well
as the individuals involved.
Yet, it goes on and on.
One of the dreams I have had which has helped lead me to support

this legislation over the years is that this might be one of the new
institutional efforts in this country that could make a difference, not
a decisive one—I have been in this long enough to know there is no
simple answer; there has to be a lot of people trying for several gen-
erations to really wipe out this problem of deprivation of whatever.
One of the matters which disturbed me in the course of the hearings

was that present institutional structures—schools, churchec did not
seem to deal sensitively and responsibly and respectfully with these
children.
I think this has been the argument for the community-based parent-

ally controlled Head Start kinds of delivery systems; these programs
might be more sensitive than more rigid public institutions.
Could you respond to that?
Mr. SHANKER. It is something like a quotation about democracy

being the worst possible form of government except every other al-
ternative is worse, and I think that is true of the criticism of our
public schools.
They deserve a lot of criticism, but when you look at all the efforts

in the last 15 or 20 years to work with the children and adults in
providing facilities that have some educational components—Job
Corps, some of the 0E0 programs in educational fields, and some of
these other fields—the Head Start is one on a national basis where it
compared the school base with other programs.

While one can find some excellent examples of some things that
have happened outside the public schools, take the Job Corps, the pri-
vate sector was a disaster in that field, and the public sector was just
experienced in terms of handling this.
I just think it is a question that if you take the best that exists in

the alternatives and compare it with the worst, you can find in the
public schools there is no comparison.
We could play the game the other way and it would not prove any-

thing here, if we were to exercise fair judgment and take a look at the
broad range of programs that are offered within and without the
public schools. I would be willing to submit to that sort of test. I think
any other test is just not fair.
I would also like to say here that I have followed the work of your

committee, not only in this area but in an unfortunately neglected
study which was done by Dr. Levin some years ago, dealing with
dropouts and with how they might be rescued.
If ever there was a cold, calculating economic analysis on how the

taxpayer could save money by saving human beings, that was it, and
that is another area we ought to get into.
But I would hope that public school concern and prime sponsorship

in the whole area of child development and family services, would
also provide a basis for restructuring some of the things that are now
done in the earlier grades in the public schools themselves. If you
have a child in an excellent program and then, all of a sudden, he
runs into this rigidity in the school system once he reaches age 5,
then I do not think it solves very much of that problem.
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I was very heartened recently when I met with leaders of the Na-
tional School Boards Association and the American Association of
School Administrators and others who were present in Denver for a
national conference on the question of child services and family
services.
I was very heartened to hear these school people talking about how

the development of programs of this sort was going to force them to
rethink what should happen to children in kindergarten and first and
second grades. How cruel it is to take a child who is accustomed to a
certain amount of individual treatment in a family or in a good day
care or early childhood setting, with a good deal of individuality, and
all of a sudden put that child abruptly into a room with 30 children
who is then told to sit still, be quiet and do not talk, where the child
cannot sit still for 5 hours—most adults cannot keep quiet for that
period of time. We then brand these children disruptive and dis-
obedient.
I think that instead of setting up an alternative institution with

no evidence at this point as to whether it will be better, worse, or the
same—we might do much better in our concern for the child if we
are to turn to what is there, use its experience, and bring about the
development of new services. A positive change in some of those serv-
ices which now exist and do suffer from those rigidities that you talk
about.
Senator MONDALE. I have no further questions.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Shanker follows:]
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AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERSO

1012 14th STREET, N. W. / WASHINGTON, D. C. 20005 / 202-737-61
41 T ALBERT SHANKER, President

SHANKER TESTIFIES ON PUBLIC SCHOOL SPONSORSHIP OF DAY CAR
E PROGRAMS 

WASHINGTON, D.C., June 5, 1975 (AFT News Service) -- Public school sponsor-

ship of federally funded early childhood and day care 
programs was urged today

by the president of the teachers' union in testimony befo
re a joint hearing of

the Senate Subcommittee on Children and Youth, chaired by
 Sen. Walter Mondale

(D-Minn.), and the House Subcommittee on Special Educatio
n Programs, chaired by

Rep. John Brademas (D-Ind.). The joint committee is conducting hearings on the

proposed Child and Family Services Act (S. 626 and H.R. 2
966).

Albert Shanker, president of the 450,000-member American 
Federation of Teachers,

AFL-CIO, told the committees that the public schools have
 the facilities, administra-

tive capabilities, personnel and public support necessary to 
provide a nationwide system

of early childhood education and day care "that will meet 
the common needs of all.

The whole trend of declining enrollments in education has prod
uced a situation

where the school system can now begin to provide and coor
dinate needed services for

children in the pre-kindergarten age group," Shanker said.

He said that the approach of the early education bill "do
es not represent the

best way to do the job." The opportunity for profit-making companies, private non-

profit and community action agencies to run programs
 under state and local governments

"would guarantee a fragmentation of effort (and) duplication of service
s."

Because development of a young child is not confined to c
ognitive skills, which

are surrounded by his or her social, emotional and physical gr
owth, the services-which

can be provided by the public schools are more comprehensive t
han "the average nursery

or day care center."

Shanker said that research has indicated the advisability of a cont
inuity be-

tween "preschool" programs such as Headstart and the regular school
 program, and

that public school kindergarten programs have quality superior to those
 administered

by non-school institutions.

Because so much school support must come through local efforts, which a
re

authorized in school bond and tax millage elections, "the public educat
ion system

is one of the most responsive institutions of government," the teachers
 leader said.

-MORE-

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: RALPH LLOYD, Public Relations Director 202-737-6141
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STATEMENT OF ALBERT SHANKER, PRESIDENT
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, AFL-CIO

BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH
AND THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

ON THE CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES ACT OF 1975

June 5, 1975

I am Albert Shanker, President of the American Federation of Teachers,

AFL-CIO, a union of teachers, paraprofessionals and other educational personnel.

The AFT has more than 450,000 members in over 2,000 local unions throughout the

country. We welcome this opportunity to present our position on what programs

should be enacted for the children of our country before these two Subcommittees.

We have followed the course of your hearings with great interest and are pleased

to have this chance to speak on the major new initiatives for children that you

are considering.

Numerous arguments have already been presented here as to why this

country must expand facilities for the care of children. There are many compelling

reasons which were spelled out in a resolution passed by the AFL-CIO in May of

this year:

The unmet need for child care is greater today than it
has ever been because large and growing numbers of women have
to work. They are being forced to leave their children
without the care and attention they need. Other mothers, on
public assistance, want jobs but cannot find adequate child
care.

The statistics clearly show the growing
problem.

-- From 1948 to 1973, the percentage of
grew from 18 percent to 44 percent.

-- 26 million children (6 million under
have working mothers.

nature of the

working mothers

6 years old)

f•-
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-- 12 million children live in female-headed house-

holds where the median income is $6,195 if the mother works

and $3,760 if she does not.

-- 5 million children live in single parent families

where the parent is in the labor force and out of the home.

During this time of massive and still rising unemployment

and continuing inflation, the family's real dollar shrinks.

As husbands become unemployed, wives seek to replace their
income. But to work, they must find decent care for their
children.

More mothers are constantly entering the labor force
and many more need and want work. But lack of adequate child
care poses a major problem to all of them. In addition,
millions of disadvantaged children, whose mothers are home,
could benefit from child care services. There are 5 million
children under 6 years of age in poor and near poor families,
many of whom could benefit greatly from child care services."

In addition, there is increasing recognition of the importance of the early years

to the total intellectual and social development of children.

In terms of the Child and Family Services Act, these facts lead us to

the central question of how to best frame a program so as to maximize its impact

for working women and single parents, for the total development of the child,

for the professionals who work with children and for the social needs of the

nation. We believe that the best way to do this is by administering such programs

through the public education system.

We are aware that our position in support of the public schools as the

presumed prime sponsor for child development programs represents a major departure

from the established organization and substance of existing federal programs and

a departure from the direction these committees took in passing the vetoed

Comprehensive Child Development Act in 1971. We believe that at that time the

use of the public school system as prime sponsor was not adequately considered,

0

4
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probably because even in 1971 it was not yet clear that the schools were available

to administer a program that would serve even more children than they were already

responsible for. The whole trend of declining enrollments in education has

produced a situation where the school system can now begin to provide and

coordinate needed services for children in the pre-kindergarten age group.

In fact, now is a time when our social policies should be trying to

combine the interests of children, parents and the professionals already working

in existing programs to develop a program that will meet the common needs of all.

We believe that the approach outlined in S. 626 and H.R. 2966 does not represent

the best way to do the job. By providing prime sponsorships for state and local

governments, with opportunities for profit-makers, private non-profits, community

action agencies and others to operate programs, the bill would guarantee a frag-

mentation of effort, duplication of services and would act as an inhibition to

the creation of a strong active constituency able to secure the funding and

public support so necessary for the success of such a program. We believe that

putting responsibility in the schools is the best way to create a program that

can grow. This is the case I intend to make here today.

First, the schools are available throughout the country. They exist in

urban, suburban, small town and rural areas. By being universally available,

AP
the school system meets the first and one of the most important criteria that the

AFT has for a child development program. Child development programs should be

available to all children whose parents desire to utilize this service. It should

not be restricted on the basis of means tests, sliding income scales, or other

criteria that prevent the majority of our citizens from utilizing a highly desirable

and crucial public service. Second, over the past few years, the school systems

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 -4
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of our country have become adept at administering large, complicated federal

programs. They already possess the expertise to move immediately to the

implementation stage without creation of another layer of bureaucracy.

Another major criteria the AFT has is that the program should contribute

to the intellectual development of young children. Within the last twenty years,

the works of educators like Benjamin Bloom, J. McVicker Hunt, Jerome Bruner and

Jean Piaget have pointed to the crucial importance of the early -- what are now

thought of as preschool -- years to the later intellectual potential of children.

Their thinking tends to support the idea that the young child should be

deliberately exposed to stimulating experiences rather than simply left on his

own. The evidence on why the public schools would be better equipped to provide

such stimulation includes the following:

1. It is well known that much of a child's development during
the early years has to do with the social, emotional and
physical growth that surrounds intellectual development.
These areas are just as important to cognitive growth as
those activities viewed more strictly as "academic." In
view of this, comprehensive public school services having
to do with diagnosis, guidance counseling, health
(innoculation, etc.), special treatment referrals,
bilingual education, handicapped education, and the services
of dieticians would provide children with more services
than the average nursery or day care center.

2. An Office of Child Development Report called A Report on
Longitudinal Evaluations of Preschool Projects: Is Early 
Intervention Effective? which suggests that the gains of
programs like Head Start are better maintained if there
is a continuity of effort between such programs and
supplementary, public, school-age programs like Follow
Through. It would seem to make sense to administer both
through public schools to gain maximum effect from a
more comprehensive effort.
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3. A report of the Institute for Development of Educational

Activities (I/D/E/A) which catalogued all the possible

kinds of activities that could take place in preschool

and found that most programs which they looked at were
heavily concentrated in a few of the more obvious: Blocks,

naps, outdoor play, etc. (see Appendix). The I/D/E/A
researchers also found significantly higher program

quality in the public school kindergarten programs

they observed and attributed the difference to the

fact that these programs were part of the educational
mainstream and not isolated as were many of the preschool

programs.

There are other, less Obvious, reasons why it makes sense to use the schools for

these programs:

1. It would be more efficient to use existing underutilized
resources than equip new ones.

2. The public schools would be more able to coordinate the
diagnostic, counseling, dietetic and other services
needed by young children than isolated day care centers.

The schools are performing this function with respect
to handicapped Children and there is every reason to
believe they can do it with young children as well.
Some services, such as dental care, which are now
provided in public schools could be provided to Children
earlier if early childhood programs were part of the
public school system.

3. Qualified personnel: Through the licensing mechanisms
already in place in every state and local education agency
in the country, a program run through the schools could
be sure of using the best available people for its
operation. We have heard such about the lack of qualified
people in early childhood education and haw such lead time
and training is needed to reach the fully operative stage.
Part of the reason for the teacher shortage of the 1950's
and 1960's was the ridiculously low pay that teachers
received. With the advent of professional pay scales
won through collective bargaining, more and more teachers
began to look at their jobs as a lifetime profession.
When teacher salaries became competitive with some of those
paid in the private sector, many qualified teachers stayed
with their jobs and the turnover in education became less
of a problem. We wonder how many more qualified people would
seek the jobs in these programs if they were available at
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professional salaries. It might turn out that the
shortage is not as great as is currently anticipated
and that a real program can be made operative. We do,
however, agree that special skills are needed for very
young children and we do advocate provision for training
professionals both inservice and preservice.

Public Control 

In our view, one of the main reasons why new initiatives in child develop-

ment should come under the jurisdiction of the public schools is that the schools

are publicly administered and controlled. Because the schools are so often

supported by separate and visible taxation, they must be accountable to parents

and the public. And, because funding for the schools is so frequently dependent

on voted bond issues or voted increases in property tax millage, the public

education system is one of the most responsive institutions of government.

Private profit-making entities in the day care business, on the other hand, are

not subject to democratic policy-making, and their services are always geared to

their profit margins. It is our position that the public schools should be the

presumed prime sponsor of programs provided for under this bill except in those

instances where the public school system is unwilling or unable to assume this

responsibility. Our position in this issue is shared by virtually all of the

education community and by the AFL-CIO. In May, a resolution adopted unanimously

by the AFL-CIO Executive Council stated:

"In most communities, the school system would be the
appropriate prime sponsor of the child care and early childhood
development program, with the responsibility for planning
programs, distributing funds and monitoring programs. Where
the school system is unwilling or unable to undertake this
responsibility in accordance with Federal standards, some
other appropriate public or non-profit community organiza-
tion should be eligible.
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"Even where the public school systems are the prime sponsor,
all of the services need not actually be offered in public
school facilities. For instance, communities may want in-home
child care, family and group day care homes for children who
are too young or not ready for large school facilities as
well as special services for the emotionally and physically
handicapped which may be offered outside the educational
system. We support the expansion of these diversified
services by educational systems or by an alternative sponsor
as they administer these programs.

Only public and non-profit groups should be permitted
to participate in the program. There is no legitimate role
for profit-making entrepreneurs in child care programs. The
sorry record of profit-making organizations in the provision
of human services, especially in the nursing home, health
care and education fields, has led the AFL-CIO to strongly
oppose any involvement of profit-makers in human services
programs. Profit-makers were excluded from providing day care
under Head Start. They should continue to be excluded in any
new early childhood and day care programs."

Clearly, the time has come to reverse direction. Although current efforts

include many programs that meet high standards and provide quality care for the

children served, they cannot take the place of a comprehensive program intended

for all children. While we support continued funding for these programs, we

believe it is time to examine some of the reasons for the sorry state of Child

development programs.

Failure at implementation and Funding 

Overlapping jurisdictions make it impossible to know exactly what is and

is not being done, but a few dramatic examples should help to illustrate the

problems inherent to multiple administrations:

1. The Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment
Program has screened only 10 percent of a possible 10 to
13 million children under 21 for possible physical defects.
The purpose of the program was to provide children who are
eligible for Medicaid with preventive health care. HEW
has not been able to persuade the states to implement
the program Congress authorized seven years ago.
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2. The Supplemental Security Income Program is intended
to provide monthly cash payments to disabled Children.
The payments vary according to a family's income and
the nature of the disability. HEW now estimates that
only 65,000 out of a possible 250,000 eligible children
are now receiving these payments. Children receiving
SSI are automatically eligible for Medicaid and would
also be provided with vocational training. No effective
outreach programs now exist to find these children.

3. Nine hundred million dollars appropriated for state
social service programs went unspent during 1973. The
2.5 billion dollars allocated to social services through
Title TV-A is the largest federal source of day care money.
Only a little more than half the money was actually spent.

Poor Quality of Staff, Physical Plant, Health and Safety, etc.

The well-known study, Windows on Day Care, published by the National

Council of Jewish Women and Early Schooling in the United States, a report of

I/D/E/A are among the many studies which thoroughly document the poor conditions

found in many day care establishments and the inadequate professional training

received by most staffs. Both these reports place the blame at the feet of the

states which, for the most part have inadequate state licensing provisions and

staff qualifications that are set very low. A state by state analysis of these

provisions, which can be found in Child Care Data and Materials, a report of

the Senate Committee on Finance, shows that day care staff can range in qualifica-

tion from such vague stipulations as "equipped for work required" in Idaho, Iowa

and Kentucky to the prerequisite of a B.A. in Hawaii.

Although all but two states require that day care centers be licensed,

many exempt federally operated or regulated centers. And, since the Federal

Interagency Day Care Requirements defer to the states in the licensing of centers

and staff, there is little to prevent endless buck-passing between the two levels

of government when it comes to enforcement.
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Lack of Adherence to Licensing Standards Including Child/Adult Ratios 

Because of fragmentation, surveys in this field are hard to come by.

Yet a recent HEW audit of day care programs called The Review of Child Care

Services Provided Under Title IV, Social Security Act gives enough information

to indicate how wide the gap is between licensing demands and reality. Of 552

centers and private homes which provide day care in nine states, the audit found

that 425 did not meet minimum health and safety requirements while over a third

of the sample did not meet child/staff ratio requirements. Such figures are

really quite shocking. It is surprising that they have not received more attention

in the testimony before these committees.

Inadequate Resources in Staff 

All of the major studies I have referred to thus far support the observa-

tion that most day care and early childhood centers employ staffs at very low

rates of pay. Low wage scales cannot hope to attract the best qualified people.

In fact, as our members know, one of the reasons for the teacher shortage of the

Fifties was the ridiculously low pay that teachers received. It took some hard

battles and collective bargaining to make teaching a job anyone would view as a

long-term profession. It also meant that teaching came to attract better qualified

professionals. The same could come to be true in the day care field.

At this point, some would argue that all this information on poor quality

care only proves that day care is bad for children and that the Federal government

is wise not to involve itself.

Nothing could be further from the truth.

Women will go on working regardless of what actions are or are not taken

by the Congress. The lack of access to quality child care will not eliminate
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the economic necessity of supporting a family. Rather, failure to provide

quality child care to those who need it will simply force families to settle

for custodial care or no care. And it will be the children who suffer. The

problem will not go away by ignoring it. It is not a question of encouraging

women to leave home. Rather, women working and leaving the home are facts

which have existed. Their numbers continue to increase in spite of rising

unemployment and in spite of decreases in family size.

America prides itself on being a child-loving society. In reality, we

pay only lip-service to this ideal. A simple examination of the status of

children today painfully illustrates this fact,

-- America must bear the shame of lagging behind 14 other
countries in the rate of infant mortality.

-- 29 percent of all children in our inner cities do not
see a doctor during a given year.

-- 5 million children in the U.S. suffer from malnutrition.

-- Hundreds of thousands of handicapped children receive
no services.

-- Thousands of retarded children are living in state
"warehouses" under what has been rightly called
"institutionalized child abuse."

-- Child abuse and neglect are widespread and growing
problems among all social and economic groups.

-- Teenage alcoholism and drug abuse are growing problems.

-- 1 out of 9 Children will be in juvenile court before they
reach the age of 18.

-- Suicide is now the second leading cause of death for
young Americans between ages 15 and 24.

And what leadership roles have Federal, state and local governments taken

to help alleviate this growing crisis?

•

•
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-- HEW is currently spending only about 14 percent of its
total budget on children.

-- Children represent 40 percent of our population but
receive only 10 percent out of every health service dollar.

-- Less than 1 percent of Revenue Sharing money has been
spent by states and localities on children.

The costs of neglect are enormous. For the children, neglect means

limited opportunities to develop, poor health and limited opportunities to lead

a happy and fruitful life. For society, neglect means expensive compensatory

social service and income assistance programs.

The end result of all this is that the nation goes on year after year

spending excessive time, money and effort on the problems of juvenile delinquency

and crime. We are looking in the wrong place for solutions to problems resulting

from a generation of Children growing up without proper supervision. The situation

becomes a tragic absurdity when one compares the $4 billion a year cost to us

taxpayers of treating juvenile delinquency to the $400 million public investment

in preventive child care programs scattered about government agencies.

While this bill cannot bear the entire burden of our problems, it can

begin to change the continuing record of non-accomplishment. It can encourage

programs such as the one now operating in California through the public schools

which offers programs for all children regardless of income. We fully realize

that a program of this scope cannot be accomplished overnight, especially in times

of such economic hardship and budget shortages, but we should remember that

means tested programs available only to low and no income people have never

evolved into universal, high quality, non-discriminatory programs. Such programs

have traditionally served poor people poorly and working people not at all. We
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should avoid the pitfalls of a poverty program and begin with a program open

to all children that need the service. The time for these services is now and

the institution to sponsor them is the schools.

We know that in a school system serving over 45 million students, there

are instances of rigidity and failure, but we believe that critics have greatly

distorted the state of education today. A resurgence of inservice and preservice

reforms has occurred. Alternative schools, work-study and community-as-school

programs, open education -- all exist within the public schools. They do not

exist everywhere because different children, different communities have different

needs. Yet the fact is, where the public wants change and works for change, the

schools have responded. Placement of comprehensive child development in the

schools would necessarily increase parental involvement and contact, thus enhancing

the school's position as a community center. One would think opponents of using

the schools would welcome this opportunity to make the schools an even more

integral part of our society. We believe that when the program does operate

through the schools, they will.



. 
.

H
o
w
 G
oo

d.
Ar

oO
re

so
pt

 D
ay
-C
ar
e 

?
)

,
 T
h
e
 f
ol
lo
wi
ng
 t
ab
le
 i
s 
ta

ke
n 
fr
om
 
Wi
nd
ow
s 
on
 D
a
y
 C
ar
e ,
" b

:1
41
fi
y;
Ub
li
al
Ke
Ys
er
ii
ri
g,
 a
 re

po
rt
 b
as

ed
 o
n
 fi

nd
in
gs
 o
f 
th
e 
Na

ti
on

al
 C
o
m
' 

ri
Ci

l o
f 
Je
wi
sh

W
o
m
e
n
.
 19
72
,,
 p.

 1
20
. 
It
 s
h
o
w
s
 t
he
 n
um

be
r 
an
d 
pe
rc
en
t &
t
r
i
a
d
&
 et

ri
di
vr
of
it
 a
nd
 p
ro
pr
ie
ta
ry
 c
en
te
ra
 b
y 
im
pr
es
si
on
' o

f q
ua
it
y 
of
 ca

re
.

No
n-
Pr
ol
lt
 C
en
te
rs
 b
y 
Au
sp
ic
es

,

Pr
op

ri
et

ar
y

ce
nt

er
s

NO
. 
%

Pa
rt
 P
ub
li
c 

_
Im
pr
es
si
on
 

H
e
a
d
 S
ta
rt
 

Ot
he

r 
Pu
bl
ic
 

Ph
il
an
th
ro
pi
c 

Pa
rt
 M
il

ia
n.

 
Ho
sp
it
al
 

Ot
he
r

of
 C
ar
e'
 

No
. 
%
 

No
. 
%
 

No
. 
%
 

No
. 
%
 

No
. 

%
 

No
. 
%

To
ta
l

No
. 
%

Su
pe
ri
or
 

5
 

10
.9
 

4
 

8.
3 

6
 

8.
8 

6
 

8.
0 

2
 

16
.7
 

3
 

9.
7

G
o
o
d
 

1
5
 

32
.6
 

1
5
 

31
.2

 
2
3
 

33
.8
 

21
 

28
.0
 

4
 

33
.3
 

1 
3
2

Fa
ir
 

2
2
 

47
.8
 

2
6
 

54
.2
 
3
0
 

44
.1

 
4
4
 

58
.7
 

4
 

33
.3
 

1
7
 

54
.8

P
o
o
r
 

4
 

8.
7 

3
 

6.
3 

9
 

13
.3
 

4
 

5.
3 

2
 

16
.7
 

1
0
 

32
.3

2
6
 

9.
3 .

7
9
 

2
8
2

1
4
3
 

51
.1

3
2
 

11
.4

,
t
 

1.
0

1
5
 

14
.5

3
6
 

35
.0

51
 

49
.5

To
ta
l 

4
6
 
1
0
0
.
0
 

4
8
 

10
0.
0 

6
8
 

10
6.
0 

7
5
 

10
0.
0 

1
2
 

10
0.
0 

31
 

10
0.
0

2
8
0
 

10
0.

0 
•
1
0
3
 

10
0.
0

In
ad
eq
ua
te
 

,

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

1 
-
 

11
 

1 
7

2
4

2
4

... 
_

,
 Im
pr

es
si

on
 of

 ca
re
 is

 ba
se
d o

n 
ro
d,
. 9
1 s

uc
h f
o
r
s
 as

 *
4
0
4
 ce
ll

os
. a
le
 Or

tr
is

Ps
, S
 

d
t
e
b
v
d
a
b
l
.
.
 ai
ki

do
s r

on
or
lo
d_
po
id
_,
In
bi
ne
io
n

-
 _
 _
on
 "e
in
em

pa
re
nt
al
 p
ar
ti
ci
pa
ti
on
, h

ou
rs
 o
pe
n,
 "i
is
ev
ot
*o
f:
mo
n0
;e
k!
iv
ey
:p
er
ir
kt
ot
kI
ni
kt
ri
no
l,
 

_
f
o
r
k
 1
,

19
M
e
n
t,
 a
ri
d o

th
ol
gA
rP
r7
47
.7

111
1,1
1-
.7

1w
-

XICINHddV 



9
6
 

Ea
rl

y 
S
c
h
o
o
l
i
n
g
 i
n 
t
h
e
 U
n
i
t
e
d
 S
ta
te
s

T
A
B
L
E
 S
I
 
F
R
E
Q
U
E
N
C
Y
 
O
F
 
C
U
R
R
I
C
U
L
A
R
 
A
R
E
A
S
 
A
N
D
 
A
C
T
I
V
I
T
I
E
S

C
o
l
.
 
L
a
b
 
=

*
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
l
a
b

o
r
a
t
o
r
y
 
c
e
n

t
e
r
s

*
 
M
o
n
t
.
=

M
o
n
t
e
s
s
o
r
i

C
e
n
t
e
r
s

C
uo
rrr
icA
ucl
rv
i A
re

a

4'

Da
il
y

Fr
eq

ue
nt

ly
 
'

To
ta

l
S
a
m
p
l
e

C
o
l

La
b '

..
, 
.

"
.
e
n
'

PC
0
'
4

To
ta

l
S
a
m
p
 e

o.a
lta'

M
O
n
t

l'
a'

C
o
o
p

In
fo
rm
al
 A
ri
th
me
ti
c

50
.2
2

76
.4

7
76

.1
6

30
.0
0

27
.5
7

11
.7
6

16
.6

7
40
.0
0

Fo
rm
al
 A
ri
th
me
ti
c

17
.2
6

23
.5

2
45

.8
3

0.
00

1
0
8
9

11
.7

6
12

.5
0

0.
00

An
82

.5
0

88
.2
3

83
.3
3

85
.0

0
11

.5
0

0.
00

12
.5

0
10

.0
0

Fo
re
ig
n 
La

ng
ua

ge
s

8.
95

0.
00

16
.6
6

0.
00

4.
96

11
.7

6
29

.1
6

0.
00

In
fo
rm
al
 L
an
gu
ag
e

68
.0

2
88
.2
3

75
.0
0

55
.0
0

10
.6
5

5.
88

8.
33

25
.0

0

Fo
rm
al
 L
an
gu
ag
e

20
.6
0

35
.2
9

4
3
8
3

0.
00

10
.5
5

11
.7
6

20
.8
3

10
.0

0

In
fo
rm
al
 M
u
s
i
c

77
.2
2

94
.1
1

62
.5

0
60

.0
0

15
.8

4
5.
88

25
.0

0
30

.0
0

Fo
rm
al
 M
u
s
i
c

19
.5

8
23

.5
2

29
.1

6
15

.0
0

18
.0

7
5.
88

25
.0

0
10

.0
0

M
u
s
i
c
 I
ns
tr
um
en
t

In
st

ru
ct

io
n

5.
58

11
.7
6

12
.5

0
5.

00
12

.6
9

5.
88

16
.6
6

15
.0

0

In
fo
rm
al
 R
ea

di
ng

Re
ad
in
es
s

62
.1

8
82
.3
5

91
.6

6
45
.0
0

15
.9

1
5.

88
0.
00

15
.0

0

Fo
rm
al
 R
ea

di
ng

Re
ad

in
es

s
21
.7
1

35
.2

9
50
.0
0

5.
00

11
.1

1
11
.7
6

16
.6

7
10

.0
0

Re
ad

in
g

15
.8

1
17

.6
4

54
.1
6

5.
00

3.
57

17
.6

4
8.
33

0.
00

In
fo
rm
al
 S
ci
en
ce

50
.9

9
76

.4
7

62
.5

0
4
5
8
0

26
.2

5
23

.5
2

20
.8
3

25
.0

0

Fo
rm
al
 S
ci
en
ce

10
.0

4
17

.6
4

20
.8
3

0.
00

13
.0

4
17
.6
4

25
.0

0
0
0
8
1

In
fo
rm
al
 S
oc

ia
l

St
ud

ie
s

36
.8
6

58
.8
2

50
.0
0

30
.0

0
27

.2
5

29
.4
1

29
.1
6

25
.0

0

Fo
rm
al
 S
oc
ia
l

St
ud

ie
s

6.
08

11
.7

6
8.
33

0.
00

13
.1

6
11

.7
6

33
.3
3

5.
00

Bl
oc

ks
81

.3
0

88
.2
3

62
.5

0
70
.0
0

9.
08

5.
88

0.
00

20
.0

0

Ca
rp

en
tr

y
20

.0
0

47
.0

5
25

.0
0

25
.0

0
21

.0
0

35
.2

9
8.
33

45
.0
0

C
o
o
k
i
n
g

7.
06

17
.6
4

25
.0
0

5.
00

23
.2
1

64
.7

0
4.

17
25

.0
0

Dr
am
at
iz
at
io
n 
a
n
d

Ro
le

 P
la

yi
ng

.3
2.
82

64
.7

0
16

.6
7

30
.0
0

35
.8
1

23
.5

2
29
.1
6

30
.0

0

Or
ga
ni
ze
d 
G
r
o
u
p

G
a
m
e
s

35
.6
4

11
.7

6
5
8
0
0

25
.0

0
29

.2
0

41
.1
7

12
.5

0
30

.0
0

In
fo
rm
al
 R
es

t
45

.9
5

64
.7

0
25

.0
0

30
.0
0

4
8
2

5.
88

4.
17

5.
00

N
a
p
s

43
.0
0

23
.5

2
25

.0
0

5
8
0

.5
0

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

Na
tu

re
 W
a
l
k
s

4.
51

5.
88

8.
34

5.
00

44
.7

1
70
.5
8

33
.3

3
15

.0
0

O
u
t
d
o
o
r
 P
la
y

82
.8

2
88
.2
3

87
.5

0
70
.0
0

11
.1

0
5.
88

8.
33

20
.0

0

R
h
y
t
h
m
s

38
.6

9
52
.9
4

45
.8

3
30
.0
0

47
.2

3
35

.2
9

45
.8

3
4
5
8
0

St
or

y 
T
i
m
e

85
.3
4

82
.3

5
79

.1
6

85
.0

0
10

.1
0

11
.7
6

8.
33

10
.0

0

Tr
ip
s

0.
00

0.
00

0
0
0

0
0
3

33
.3

2
41
.1
7

16
.1
6

25
.0

0

•
rPoe
sc
ca
men
t 
of

 d
ir
ec
to
rs
 w
h
o
 i
nd
ic
at
ed
 t

ha
t 
in
fo
rm
al
 a
ri
th
me
ti
c 
oc

cu
rr

ed
 d

ai
ly

 i
n 

th
ei

r
p 

*
 
P
a
r
.
 
C
o
o
p
 
=
 

F
r
o
m
:
 
E
a
r
l
y
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
U
n
i
t
e
d
 
S
t

- L
_!

P
a
r
e
n
t
 
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e
 
C
e
n
t
e
r
s

I
N
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M

Oc
ca

si
on

al
ly

To
ta

l
S
a
m
p
l
e

Co
l.

La
b
„

C
o
o
p

12
.3

0
5.

88
0.
00

15
.0

0

7.
06

17
.6

4
8.

33
5.

00

2.
00

0.
00

4.
17

0.
00

9.
93

17
.6
4

12
.5

0
5.

00

4.
06

0.
00

4.
17

0.
00

5.
02

8
0
0

0.
00

15
.0

0

2.
97

0.
00

4.
17

5.
00

7.
52

23
.5

2
12

.5
0

15
.0

0

21
.3
1

17
.6

4
25

.0
0

30
.0

0

5.
47

0.
00

0.
00

15
.0

0

7.
06

11
.7

6
4.

17
5.

00

7.
65

5.
88

16
.6

7
15

.0
0

14
.1

3
0
8
0

12
.5

0
20

.0
0

15
.0
5

11
.7

6
25

.0
0

15
.0

0

16
.1
5

11
.7

6
8.
33

15
.0
0

10
.1
3

11
.7

6
20
.8
3

15
.0

0

2.
52

0.
00

8.
33

5.
00

21
.5

0
5.
88

1
6
6
7

20
.0

0

43
.9

3
11

.7
6

41
.6

6
55
.0
0

18
.6

9
5.
88

29
.1

6
20

.0
0

19
.3

0
11
.7
6

25
.0

0
20

.0
0

11
.1

0
5.

88
8.
33

10
.0

0

2.
00

5.
88

0.
00

0
8
0

39
.1

8
11

.7
6

41
.6

6
70
.0
0

2.
52

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

11
.0
5

11
.7

6
8.
33

15
.0

0

2.
01

5.
88

4.
17

0.
00

49
.9
8

41
.1
7

50
.0
0

65
.0

0

a
n
 
I
/
D
/
E
/
A
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
,

t\
D



1227

TABLE 1

RESULTS OF HEALTH AND SAFETY REVIEW

Number
Number Not Meeting

Care Type Examined Requirements

Day Care Centers 453 363

Family Day Care Homes 50a 21
(includes care in the homes
of relatives or friends)

In-Home Care 49 41

Totals 552 425

a Excludes 55 facilities which were examined in
Virginia but for which the records available
did not disclose compliance with health and
safety standards.

Source: Review of Child Care Services Provided Under Title IV, 
Social Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office of the
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, p. 20.
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TABLE 2
RESULTS OF CHILD/STAFF RATIOS REVIEW

Care Type
Number

Examined

Number
Not Meeting
Requirements

Day Care Centers 453 185

Family Day Care Homes
(includes care in the homes
cd relatives or friends)

105 17

In-Home Care 49 41

Totals 607 243

Source: Review of Child Care Service Provided Under Title 
IV,

Social Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office of the

Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, p. 23.
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Summary of Compliance to Day Care Center Child/Staff Ratios
Requirements in Virginia, Missouri and Washington

State
and

Center
Age

aLS1E

Required Ratio
State Federal (1)

Observed
Ratio

Virginia
A 2-5 10:1 7:1 19:1
B 2-6 10:1 7:1 20:1
C 2-5 10:1 7:1 12:1
D 2-6 10:1 7:1 15:1
E 2-6 10:1 7:1 11:1

Missouri
A 3-6 10:1 7:1 12:1
B 2-5 10:1 7:1 15:1
C 3-5 10:1 7:1 17:1
D 3-5 10:1 7:1 19:1
E 3-5 10:1 7:1 25:1

Washington
A 4 10:1 7:1 16:1
B 3-5 10:1 7:1 14:1
C 4-5 10:1 7:1 16,1
D 5-6 10:1 7:1 15:1

(1) As previously indicated, FIDCR provides for child/staff
ratios ranging from 5:1 to 10:1 depending upon the ages
of the children--5:1 for 3 to 4 year olds; 7:1 for
4 to 6 year olds; and 10:1 for older children up to age
14. In case of overlapping age groups, we used the
more liberal 7:1 ratio.

Source; Review of Child Care Service Provided Under Title IV,
Social Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office of the
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, P. 24.
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Results of the HEW Audit Agency's
Review of Compliance with Federal

State and Local Service Requirements

Number Not
Number of Number Not Meeting Health

States Facilities Meeting Child/ and Safety
Reviewed Reviewed Staff Ratios Requirements 

_
Massachusetts 12 0 11
New Jersey 20 8 7
Virginia 75 20 17a
Georgia '12 11 9
Michigan Compliance waived by SRS Regional Commissioner
Texas 6 3 5
Missouri 40 7 27
California 330 123 279
Washington 112 71 70

Totals 607 243 In-

a Records were not available to permit evaluation of
health and safety compliance at 55 facilities.

Source: Review of Child Care Services Provided Under Title IV,
Social Security Act, HEW Audit Agency, Office of the
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, p. 38.
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Senator MONDALE. Our next witness is Mr. James A. Harris, presi-
dent of the National Education Association, an old friend before this
committee.
Mr. Harris, we are very pleased to have you with us today.
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, we do have a quorum call.
I want Mr. Harris to know that it may be necessary to leave before

the end of his testimony.
Senator MONDALE. If you will proceed, Mr. Harris.

STATEMENT OF JAMES A. HARRIS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL EDU-
CATION ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY LANCE LUJAN, STAFF

Mr. HARRIS. I would like to point out to the committee, Senator
Mondale and members of the committee, that you have been provided
with an earlier copy of my testimony. The copy that I am going to be
using has undergone a number of changes.
Senator MONDALE. All right.
If you wish, we will place the current statement in the record as

though read.
Mr. HARRIS. Very good, and we will provide you with a changed

copy sometime in the very near future.
I am James A. Harris, president of the National Education Associ-

ation of the United States.
The NEA is an independent organization open to all professional

educators. It has over 1,600,000 members employed in the public schools
and is the largest organization of public employees in the Nation.
The NEA has an affiliate in every State and has over 9,000 local af-

filiates. When we include these organizations, the NEA speaks for a
combined membership of some 2.3 million public employees.

First, we would like to commend these committees, and particularly
the two sponsors for their concern over the important area of early
childhood development.
We have carefully studied the bills and are in basic support of most

provisions. We are particularly pleased with careful provisions which
the sponsors have drawn regarding standards for child care programs,
facilities in research, and standards for the training and retraining of
personnel. With respect to such standards, we would urge that lan-
guage be included which insures rigid and universal enforcement.
I want to make clear at this time that the statements I am making

here and the general position of the association are based on what are
presently somewhat incomplete data. Not enough research has been
or is being done in the area of child development, care, and early
childhood education.
What has been shown so far is that some children make substantial

gains from early childhood programs, others show no progress, but no
child has had a negative effect from early care.
I am reflecting what we do know now, but I would hope that much

more research will be conducted and disseminated, some of it under the
auspices of title III of this act.
NEA believes that for the long range we, as a Nation, must move

toward provision of voluntary universal early childhood education and
care.
Given the economics and the mobility of our society, the increasing

intelligence and educability of our young children, and the nature of

58-983 0- 76 - pt. 7 - 5
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our compulsory public school system, it makes perfectly good sense to
pursue universal early childhood education, development, and care as
an ultimate goal. Meanwhile, we view the model demonstration proj-
ects to be established under this legislation as an appropriate first step.
Within the context of moving toward universal early childhood

programs we advocate the provision of such programs working from
kindergarten down to include younger children.
At present, six States have no public kindergarten programs. Of

the 44 States which do have public kindergartens, none supports it to
the extent that kindergarten is available full time to all children. Thus,
the first priority, in our opinion, must be to establish and fund full-
time universal kindergarten and then work from there to provide full-
time quality voluntary early childhood programs.

Obviously, we recognize that education—from early childhood
through postgraduate and adult training—is a function of the States.
Yet, surely in this day and age, after NDEA, ESEA, and other critical
programs which have been with us for some time, no one would say
that the Federal Government does not have a defined and proper role
in education.
We believe that this Federal role should be extended into the area

of early childhood. We believe that the Federal Government must
stimulate and assist the States to provide quality early childhood edu-
cation. We see this function as one of the results of the legislation now
before you.
We also see the public school system as having a crucial role in pro-

viding early childhood education, especially the kinds of programs
contemplated in H.R. 2966 and 8.626.
The public school system, one of the strongest, most visible, and

most viable institutions in our society, currently has resources—per-
sonnel and physical plant—which are essentially universal and which
can be easily converted and expanded for use in early childhood
programs.
In many cases, both the personnel and the plant need refining to bet-

ter equip them for work with younger children, but the basic structure
exists and is sound.

Additionally, the public school system is under the lawful and ac-
cepted control of duly-elected officials.
Moreover, the public school system has demonstrated that it has the

commitment and capability to bring together all the needed institu-
tional systems—such as the health and welfare agencies and so forth—
to carry out successful programs for young children within local
communities. I refer, of course, to Head Start.
When Head Start legislation was enacted by the Congress, it had

a built-in bias against letting the schools run programs at the local
level. It was possible, but difficult, for schools to be prime sponsors
of Head Start programs.

Yet, over the 10 years of Head Start operations, schools have quali-
fied as prime sponsors and have conducted many successful programs.
At present, some 30 percent of Head Start programs are operated by
the public schools.
I think this fact tells us a great deal about the public school system's

ability to administer good programs across local jurisdictional lines
and using all appropriate local resources.
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Thus, given the resources and the experiences of the public schools,
there is every reason why the public schools should be designated as
prime sponsors under the legislation now being considered.

It is perhaps important to make clear at this point a fact which may
sometimes be overlooked. Prime sponsorship does not necessarily con-
note conducting programs; rather, it implies an administrative over-
sight function to see that the best possible program is carried out either
by the public school or by a qualified governmental or private non-
profit subcontractor.
We acknowledge that when the public schools are prime sponsors of

early childhood development programs, certain new responsibilities
and difficulties will be entailed.
Child care and early childhood education programs are not a typical

classroom experience. They present a different kind of challenge to
the people who will be involved in carrying out their intent.

Realistically, there are some constraints which any formalized ex-
tensive child care program will place on teachers and parents. The
two groups are going to have to learn to get along and go along in seek-
ing the best for the children. This will be difficult but not
insurmountable.
In making certain decisions, perhaps parents should control; in

others, perhaps teachers should prevail. On balance, we believe it can
and must be worked out. Whatever legislation is enacted must encour-
age that balance.
NEA believes that the purpose of early childhood care and family

services is to help parents prepare a child for life—not necessarily for
education in the formal sense, but for life.

Child care programs must provide an atmosphere in which the child
may be exposed to experiences which he or she cannot or does not get
in the home, and extend, strengthen, and augment those valuable ex-
periences which the child may bring from home into the program.
The programs and the experiences must begin to acclimate a child

to the environment in an elemental physical sense. Certainly we are
not talking about teaching a 12, 15, or 24-month-old child the three R's,
but rather about those experiences that are appropriate to the develop-
mental level of the child, social and emotional, as well as intellectual.
Nor are we talking about custodial care. We agree that custodial

care has a legitimate place and function. Those parents who wish
custodial care for their children should be able to choose programs
of this type.
Unions, for example should be able to negotiate for custodial facili-

ties and personnel on job sites.
We have absolutely no objection to this sort of care which does not

pretend to have an education component.
But H.R. 2966 and S. 626 do not treat custodial care, nor should

they. What these bills address and what we support are early child-
hood education, a pretraining period, not mere babysitting.
Recent research has shown, for example, that a variety of approaches

to teaching young children is both necessary and beneficial to later
academic and life achievements. In fact, the works of such scholars
as Burton White indicate that basic learning and coping styles may
be established as early as the later months of the first year of life.
Learning environments which recognize and capitalize upon the early
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cultural and life experiences of the child must therefore reflect the
appropriate diversity.
No one model of early childhood education or day care can hope to

meet the endless varieties of needs which young children present.
It is our hope that the models that have resulted in gains can be

further developed and adapted for use as State and local levels. Basic
concepts and principles of child development which acknowledge and
support individual needs of learners demand the wide varieties of
models that programs, such as Head Start, Follow-Through, and
others have exemplified. This is the kind of early education that NEA
supports so that when a child leaves the early childhood education
programs and goes on to what is more formally considered to be
school, there is a carryover component.
Within this context we reemphasize that we are speaking as pro-

fessional educators for the best interests of the child. As public school
teachers, we have the training and the experience to recognize that
many of the most important influences on a child and his or her
formal learning ability emanate from the very early years. Also, by
virtue of training and experience, we are probably better qualified to
determine the shape of those influences than any other definable class.
We believe that only those who are qualified in early childhood

education—not, for instance, an unemployed sixth grade teacher un-
trained in early childhood—should be entrusted with the important
task of working with the very young in a classroom.
We are pleased that H.R. 2966 includes title IV to provide such

training, both by the authorization of new programs and by amend-
ment of existing legislation to permit and encourage training in early
childhood education. Such training will determine the ultimate suc-
cess of any early childhood education program.

It is obvious that personnel who are going to lead children into a
whole new learning experience must also have had their own percep-
tions changed to better conduct children in the educational process.
This is the true purpose of this education.
In order to provide quality programs for early childhood, a number

of components must be present—education, health, nutrition, recrea-
tion, and special services.
We feel that coordination of these comprehensive services among

the various local agencies involved will result in the better develop-
ment of the child's self-awareness, positive self-concept, and physical
and intellectual growth and realization of full human potential.
To facilitate this coordination, we support the establishment of an

office of child and family services within HEW, and specifically under
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education. We recommend,
however, that the authority of the Director of the office be expanded to
include all relevant programs within HEW and other agencies.
At present—and almost unbelievably—there are some '75 programs

of early childhood education operated at the Federal level—aside from
OCD, SRS, SSA, and, of course, OE in the Department of HEW,
the Departments of Agriculture, Defense, HUD, and others all have
some control over aspects of child development programs. In short,
there are at least 17 Cabinet or operating agency level bureaucracies
which have a finger in the pie of funding and operating early child-
hood education programs.
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Surely this is ridiculous. It has been my unfortunate experience in
contacts with the Federal Government that the various agencies do
not deal realistically with each other. Programs or program com-
ponents which are parceled among a number of departments or
agencies either fall between the cracks altogether or are not ap-
proached as a gestalt—everybody rides some herd on a piece of the
action, but nobody is in control.
For this reason, we feel strongly that the Assistant Secretary for

Education must have statutory coordination responsibilities. More-
over, we recommend that the funds for all these programs be statu-
torily assigned to the Assistant Secretary for Education.
It is our hope that this office will become the advocate within the

Federal Government for child care programs, will improve the
delivery systems, and will serve as an impetus for cooperation at the
local level.
A united voice for all children can be far more effective than frag-

mented echoes for some children.
To achieve the goals set by this proposed legislation the estab-

lishment of a coordinating council of all agencies at the Federal level
will hopefully bridge the gap between the agencies that provide child
care services.
We support the provisions regulating the use of Federal funds,

which clearly outline the many different options a community, may
have in determining their child care services. We are supportive of
all those mentioned, especially the emphasis given to training and
retraining, preservice and inservice, for professional and other per-
sonnel including parents and volunteers.
We will continue to encourage that funds committed for early

childhood education programs represent commitment to families and
their, children and that early childhood education moneys not be an
excuse to reduce Federal funding for K through 12 education
programs.
It must be clearly understood by Congress school boards, teachers,

parents, and everyone else that early childhood programs are a sup-
plement to, not a substitute for, other parental guidance and other
educational programs.

Another provision of H.R. 2966 and S. 626 which we totally sup-
port is the requirement for parent participation.
The most important factor in any contemplated child care program

is obviously the child. But the second most factor is the parents in-
fluence on the variety of care services that the legislation would make
available.
The proposed language that ensures a parent policy committee,

membership on which is balanced among the various constituencies to
be served, can act as a safeguard for the delivery of services as de-
veloped and planned by the people involved.
We must base programs on the ability to be carried out by the vehi-

cle of their choosing for the benefit of their children.
This concept implies that parents, teachers, and school boards will

have to change their attitudes and operations. They must recognize
that this legislation is not exclusively for the use of the system. It
is for the use of the people, and it must be formed and constructed
so as to have only the limits set by the degree of participation of the
full community.
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This change will not come in an instant. It will have to be structured,
planned, and executed carefully. This is why we support extensive
preservice and inservice training programs for those involved in these
programs, both professional and paraprofessional.
We also recognize that neither Congress nor the education com-

munity can produce, full grown out of the head of Zeus, a structured,
universal, effective early childhood education program. This is not
something which can be achieved simply in one stroke of the pen.
However, we are embarked on developing, especially as reflected in

your bills, a sequenced plan which will do a great deal toward deliver-
ing to our young children the kinds of care and service that they
need and deserve.
That concludes my formal statement.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much for a most useful

statement.
I wish to thank NEA for its continuing interest in this program

and its cooperation and understanding of why we had to keep you
waiting so long. I regret this very much.
We started the hearings somewhat late, and I was late in arriving.
How do you handle the question of strategy?
In other words, we have a tremendous deficit; we have the Presi-

dential announcement that there will be no new programs; and we
have other problems.
Would you recommend going ahead with the best bill we can pass,

or would you recommend seeking an accommodation perhaps of the
administration and shaving back the program substantially, and sal-
vaging what can best be salvaged?
Mr. HARRIS. I believe I would recommend the best possible bill.
I think that we have some high type programs that we have been

able to observe, and other programs that are in existence. I think, far
too often, programs get started with a limited number of people and
they end up there.
I think that the figures cited as far as kindergartens are concerned

is evidence of that. Still, to this day, some children do not have kin-
dergarten experience provided for them.
I would hope that we move with the best bill possible, and it means

a good bit more homework is going to have to be done if it is going
to stand any chance of passage, but I believe I am talking about re-
ordering priorities somewhat so they do see it as a top priority and
move in that direction.
Senator MONDALE. As you know, this committee has been concerned

for a long time, as you have been, about trying to provide equal oppor-
tunities children do not get.
One criticism one hears is many schools are not as perceptive, as un-

derstanding, as supportive, and sometimes not equipped to meet the
language problems, and so on, as I suppose are necessary.
Of course, those who come down hard on that side usually come

down the side of some kind of delivery system like Head Start rather
than through the public school system.
How do you deal with that?
Mr. HARRIS. I am of the opinion that if there is local participation

so that people then will evaluate the system they have confidence in
in terms of the program that is being considered, that at least it will
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focus the attention locally in the area where the best results are most
apt to happen.
Senator MONDALE. For some years now, the committee, especially

the Education Subcommittee, has been dealing with the problem of
why Indian children 'are failing in school, and the Bureau of Indian
Affairs schools and so on.
We have made some substantial changes with the help of the NEA

in Indian education. We sent special money to the local schools, par-
ental boards, funds for developing new teaching curricula, and so on.
But it was designed, in effect, partly to put pressure on the public

school system to start reaching out and understanding, and adjusting
to the differences which children bring with them into the school
system.
Do you fear if we just send this program and fund down to the

public school community that we might not get that responsiveness
that the children obviously need?
Mr. HARRIS. Again my opinion is that if there is enough local par-

ent participation, they can cause schools to move where schools have
been reluctant to move. If there is a viable alternative for dealing with
children, rather than having to deal without an educational program
as far as certain kinds of local structures are concerned, I think it would
result in proper things happening sooner.
I would hope that parent participation would cause the schools to

move, but if they had to be bypassed, then that option must be there.
Senator MONDALE. Has the NEA taken a position as to whether the

services under this act may be such that fees are charged above a cer-
tain income level, or would you take the position child care must be
universally free?
Mr. HARRIS. We have not taken a position on that.
My personal opinion would be that I would hope that it would be,

for lack of a better name, a free program.
I have real problems when we refer to any of these programs as free,

when we are talking about financing them under the regular tax
structure.
I think that has caused us to be slow to move, for example, on the

school lunch program, to where it will be recognized us a school need
and all children would receive lunch at the appropriate time.
So the term "free" gives me some problems, but I would hope that

the concept does not give me any problem.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much.
We may have other questions that we will submit in writing.
Mr. HARRIS. We will be very pleased to receive those questions from

you or any other member of the committee in writing.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much.
At this point I order printed all statements of those who could not

attend and other pertinent material submitted for the record.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Harris and material referred to

follow:]
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I am James A. Harris, President of the National Education Association of

the United States. The NEA is an independent organization open to all profes-

sional educators. it has over 1,600,000 members employed in the public schools

and is the largest organization of public employees in the nation. The NEA

'has an affiliate in every state and has over 9,000 local affiliates. When

we include these organizations, the NEA speaks for a combined membership of

some 2.3 million public employees.

First, we would like to commend these committees and particularly the

two sponsors for their concern over the important area of early childhood

development. We have carefully studied the bills and are in basic support of

most provisions. We are particularly pleased with careful provisions which the

sponsors have draw regarding standards for child care programs, facilities in

research, and standards for the training and retraining of personnel. With

respect to such standards, we would urge that language be included which insures

rigid and universal enforcement.

I want to make clear at this time that the statements I am making here

and the general position of the Association are based on *what are presently

somewhat incomplete data. Not enough research has been or is being done in

the area of child development, care, and eerly childhood education. What has

been shown so far is that some children make substantial gains from early child-

hood programs, others show no progress, but there is no evidence to suggest

negative effects from early care. I am reflecting what we do know now, but

I would hope that much more research will be conducted and disseminated, some

of it under the auspices of Title III of this Act.

NEA believes that for the long range we as a nation must move toward

provision of voluntary universal, early childhood education and care. Given

the economics and the mobility of our society, the increasing intelligence and

educability of our young children, and the nature of our compulsory public
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school system, it makes perfectly good sense to pursue universal early child-

hood education, development, and core as an ultimate goal. Meanwhile, we view

the model demonstration projects to be established under this legislation as an

appropriate first step.

Within the context of moving toward universal early childhood programs,

we advocate the provision of such programs working from kindergarten down to

include younger children. At present, six states have no public kindergarten

programs; of the 44 states which do have public kindergartens, none supports

it to the extent that kindergarten is available full-time to all children.

Thus the first priority in our opinion must be to establish and fund full-time

universal kindergarten and then work from there to provide full-time quality

voluntary early childhood programs.

Obviously we recognize that education—from early childhood through post-

graduate and adult training--is a function of the states. Yet surely in this

day and age, after NDEA, ESEA, and other critical programs which have been

with us for some time, no one would say that the federal government does not

have a defined and proper role in education. We feel that this federal role

can and should be extended into the area of early childhood. We believe that

the federal government must stimulate and assist the states to provide quality

early childhood education. We see this function as one of the results of the

legislation now before you.

We also see the public school system as having a crucial role in providing

early childhood education, especially the kinds of programs contemplated in

H.R. 2966 and S. 626.

The public school system, one of the strongest, most visible, and most

viable institutions in our society, currently has resources--personnel and

physical plant--which are essentially universal and which can be easily converted

and expanded for use in early childhood programs. In many cases both the
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personnel and the plant need refining to better equip them for work with younger

children, but the basic structure exists and is sound. Additionally, the public

school system is under the lawful and accepted control of duly elected officials.

Moreover, the public school system has demonstrated that it has the

commitment and capability to bring together all the needed institutional

systems--such as the health and welfare agencies--to carry out

successful programs for young children within local communities. I refer, of

course, to Head Start. When Head Start legislation was enacted by the Congress,

it had a built-in bias against letting the schools run programs at the local

level--it was possible, but difficult, for schools to be prime sponsors of Head

Start programs. Yet, over the ten years of Head Start operations, schools have

qualified as prime sponsors and have conducted many successful programs. At

present, some 30 percent of Head Start programs are operated by the public

schools. I think this fact tells us a great deal about the public school

system's ability to administer good programs across local jurisdictional lines

and using all appropriate local resources.

Thus, given the resources and the experiences of the public schools,

there is every reason why the public schools should be designated as prime

sponsors under the legislation now being considered.

It is perhaps important to make clear at this point a fact which may

sometimes be overlooked. Prime sponsorship does not necessarily connote

conducting programs; rather, it implies an administrative monitoring function

to see that the best possible program is carried out either by the public

school or by a qualified governmental or private non-profit subcontractor.

We acknowledge that when the public schools are prime sponsors of early

childhood development programs, certain new responsibilities and difficulties

will be entailed. Child care and early childhood education programs are not a

typical classroom experience. They present a different kind of challenge to
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the people who will be involved in carrying out their intent.

Realistically, there are some constraints which any formalized, extensive

child care program will place on teachers and parents. The two groups are

going to have to learn to get along and go along in seeking the best for the

children. This will be difficult but not insurmountable. In making certain

decisions, perhaps parents should control; in others, perhaps teachers shoul
d

prevail. On balance we believe it can and must be worked out. Whatever

legislation is enacted must encourage that balance.

NEA believes that the purpose of early childhood care and family services

is to begin to prepare a child for life--not necessarily for education in the

formal sense, but for life. Child care programs must provide an atmosphere

in which the child may be exposed to experiences which he or she cannot or

does not get in the home, and extend, strengthen, and augment those valuable

experiences which the child may bring into the program. The programs and the

experiences must begin to acclimate a child to the environment in an elemental

physical sense--certainly we are not talking about teaching a 12-, 15-, or 24-

month old child the three R's, but rather about those experiences that are

appropriate to the developmental level of the child, social and emotional as

well as intellectual.

Nor are we talking about custodial care. We agree that custodial care

has a legitimate place and function. Those parents who wish custodial care for

their children should be able to choose programs of this type. Unions, for

example, should be able to negotiate for custodial facilities and personnel on

job sites. We have absolutely no objection to this sort of care which does not

pretend to have an education component. But the bills being considered do not treat

custodial care, nor should they. What these bills address and what we support

are early childhood education, not mere babysitting.

Recent research has shown, for example, that a variety of approaches to

teaching young children is both necessary and beneficial to later academic and
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life achievements. In fact, the works of such scholars as Burton White indicate

that basic learning and coping styles may he established as early as the later

months of the first year of life. Learning environments which recognize and

capitalize upon the early cultural and life experiences of the child must

therefore reflect the appropriate diversity. No one model of early childhood

education or day care can hope to meet the endless varieties of needs which

young children present. It is our hope that the models that have resulted in

gains can be further developed and adapted for use at state and local levels.

Basic concepts and principles of child development which acknowledge and support

individual needs of learners demand the wide varieties of models that programs

such as Head Start, Follow-Through, and others have exemplified. This is the

kind of early education that NBA supports so that when a child leaves the early

childhood education program and goes on to what is more formally considered

to be school there is a carry-over component.

Within this context we reemphasize that we are speaking as professional

educators for the best interests of the child. As public school teachers we

have the training and the experience to recognize that many of the most

important influences on a child and his or her formal learning ability emanate

from the very early years. Also by virtue of training and experience we are

probably better qualified to determine the shape of those influences than any

other definable class.

We believe that qualified personnel are essential for work in early

childhood programs. We agree that programs to train--and/or retrain—early

childhood educators must be established and funded. We believe that
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such training programs will attract into early childhood education motivated

individuals, either new blood or experienced people needing training to enter

a related field. We are pleased that H.R. 2966 includes Title IV to provide

such training, both by the authorization of new programs and by amendment of

existing legislation to permit and encourage training in early childhood

education. Such training will determine the ultimate success of any early

childhood education program. It is obvious that personnel who are going to

lead children into a whole new learning experience must also have had their

own perceptions changed to better conduct children in the educational process.

This is the true purpose to education

In order to provide quality programs for early childhood, a number of

components must be present: education, health, nutrition, recreation, and

special services. We feel that coordination of these comprehensive services

among the various local agencies involved will result in the better development

of the child's self-awareness, positive self-concept, and physical and

intellectual growth and realization of full human potential. To facilitate

this coordination, we support the establishment of an office of child and

family services within HEW, and specifically under the Office of the Assistant

Secretary for Education. We recommend, however, that the authority of the Director

of the office be expanded to include all relevant programs within HEW and

other agencies.

At present--and almost unbelievably--there are some 75 programs of

early childhood education operated at the federal level: aside from OCD, SRS,

SSA, and of course OE in the Department of HEW, the Departments of Agriculture,

Defense, HUD, and others all have some control over aspects of child development

programs. In short, there are at least 17 Cabinet- or operating agency-level
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bureaucracies which have a finger in the pie of funding and operating early

childhood education programs.

Surely this is ridiculous. It has been my unfortunate experience in

contacts with the federal government that the various agencies do not deal

realistically with each other. Programs or program components which are

parceled among a number of departments or agencies either fall between the

cracks altogether or are not approached as a gestalt--everybody rides

herd on a piece of the action, but nobody is in control. For this reason we

feel strongly that the Assistant Secretary for Education must have statutory

coordination responsibilities. Moreover, we recommend that the funds for all

these programs be statutorily assigned to the Assistant Secretary for Education.

It is our hope that this office will become the advocate within the federal

government for child care programs, will improve the delivery systems, and

will serve as an impetus for cooperation at the local level. A united voice

for all children can be far more effective than fragmented echoes for some

children. To achieve the goals set by this proposed legislation, the

establishment of a coordinating council of all agencies at the federal level

will hopefully bridge the gap between the agencies that provide child

care services.

We support the provisions regulating the use of federal funds, which

clearly outline the many different options a community may have in determining

their child care services. We are supportive of all those mentioned, especially

the emphasis given to training and retraining, preservice and insevice, for

professional and other personnel including parents and volunteers.

We will continue to insist that funds committed for early childhood educa-

tion programs represent the nation's commitment to our young children, and

that early childhood education moneys not be used as an excuse to reduce federal

funding for K-12 education programs. It must be clearly understood--by Congress,
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school boards, teachers, parents, and everyone else--that early childhood

programs are a supplement to, not a substitute for, other education programs.

Another provision of H.R. 2966 and S. 626 which we totally support is

the requirement for parent participation. The most important factor in any

contemplated child care program is obviously the child. But another

important factor is the parents' influence on the control of the variety of care

services that the legislation would make aNailable. The proposed language

that ensures a parent policy committee, membership on which is balanced among

the various constituencies to be served, can act as a safeguard for the

delivery of services as developed and planned by the people involved.

We must base programs on the ability of people to set goals for services

to be carried out by vehicles of their choosing for the benefit of their

children. This concept implies that some parents, teachers, and school boards

may have to change their attitudes and operations. They must recognize that

this legislation is not exclusively for the use of the system. It is for the

use of the people, and it must be formed and constructed so as to have only

the limits set by the degree of participation of the full community. This

change will not come in an instant. It will have to be structured, planned,

and executed carefully. This is why we support extensive preservice and

inservice.training programs for those involved in these programs, both

professional and paraprofessional.

We also recognize that neither Congress nor the education community can

produce immediately a full grown, structured, universal, institutionalized,

effective early childhood education program. This is not something which can

be achieved simply in one stroke of the pen. However, we are embarked on

developing, especially as reflected in P.R. 2966 and S. 626, a sequenced plan

which will do a great deal towards delivering to our young children the kinds

of care and service that they need and deserve.
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NEA Resolution 74-16
Child Care Services

"The National Education Association urges the enact-
ment of federal legislation to assist states and local
communities in providing child care services, including
early child development programs, health services, public
community centers for the retarded and seriously handicapped,
and family counseling. Such programs must provide for
maximum involvement of educators and parents at the opera-
tional as well as the administrative level.

"The Association should establish standards for child
care facilities and certification standards for professional
child care personnel and seek their adoption by state agencies." •

Action of NBA Board of Directors
May 3, 1975

Resolved that the NBA actively seek and support federal
legislation such as amending the Child and Family Services
Act of 1975--the Mondale-Brademas Bill--to provide for
universally available early childhood and day care services
and parental training for high school students, offered
by the public schools as the prime sponsors.

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 - 6
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Remarks on

THE ROLE OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

IN PROVIDING SERVICES

FOR VERY YOUNG CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES*

Submitted to the Senate Subcommittee
on Children and Youth

in behalf of the Task Force
of the Early Childhood Project

of the Education Commission of the States

June 5, 1975

*The remarks that follow deal specifically with the role of the public schools
in providing services for young children and their families under the provi-
sions of the Child and Family Services Act of 1975. A statement on the prime
sponsorship provisions of the act will be submitted for hearings scheduled by
the Subcommittee on June 16, 1975.
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As it has been in the past, the issue of prime sponsorship is once

again the subject of lengthy discussion and debate on the part of those

concerned with the needs of young children and their families. The choice

of prime sponsor will determine who will administer the programs provided

for in the Child and Family Services Act of 1975. That decision will, in

turn, determine to a large extent the orientation of the programs that will

be made available and the persons who will eventually be employed to provide

these urgently needed services.

There is a very great reluctance to see all of the programs and services

included in this bill become the responsibility of any single agency. Section

102 of the proposed legislation would result in a well-rounded approach to

meeting the needs of young children and their families. Failure to provide

an appropriate administrative framework could easily result in some of the

programs receiving limited commitment and attention, in spite of the fact

that there is a definite need for all of them to be fully implemented by

concerned and capable individuals.

The question under debate at this time is whether or not the public

school system could, as prime sponsor, effectively administer the programs

and services provided for in the act. It is evident from the publications of

the Task Force of the Early Childhood Project that they have found both

advantages and disadvantages in placing responsibility for early childhood

programs with the public schools.

On the one hand, the Task Force has acknowledged that "by retaining re-

sponsibility for these programs within the same framework administering ele-

mentary and secondary schools, the set-up should enable the school system to

-1--
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facilitate the transition between early childhood programs and the stand-

ardized first, second and third grades."1 Secondly, the Task Force points

to the possibility that such an arrangement would result in the inclusion

of programs for very young children within a familiar and accepted organiza-

tional framework. Finally, it is noted that if these programs were provided

through the public school system, the educational dimension would be more

likely to receive adequate emphasis.

Listed as potential disadvantages are two frequently noted concerns

regarding the willingness and ability of the schools to: (1) deal with child

development in the broadest sense (and as provided for in the Child and Family

Services Act) as opposed to a narrower concern for early childhood education;

and (2) to deal effectively with the needs of the family as a whole.

Speaking at a recent national symposium sponsored by the Early Childhood

Project, two Task Force members debated the pros and cens of placing responsi-

bility for early childhood programs in the public schools.2 Ed Martin, the

acting director of the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, emphasized the

need for a coherent public policy and urged that the public education agency

be charged with primary responsibility for early childhood programs. Jule

Sugarman, Atlanta's chief administrative officer, urged that no decision be

made in favor of a single agency and identified several criteria that communi-

ties might use in choosing service providers.

I See Early Childhood Development: Alternatives for Program Implementation in 
the States, Early Childhood Report No. 1 (Denver, Colo.: Education Commission
of the States, 1971) p. 30.

2 Implementing Child Development Programs: Report of an August 1974 National
Symposium, Early Childhood Report No. 10 (Denver, Colo.: Education Commission
of the St..es, 1974) pp. 19-31.

-2-
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A

The Task Force, then, has expressed some reservations concerning the

willingness and ability of the schools to provide comprehensive child

development programs. It has also listed some of the advantages that might

be expected to accrue if responsibility for these programs were to be assumed

by the school system. More significantly, however, the Task Force has con-

sistently urged that the choice of services and service providers be made at

the community level.

In the model legislation developed by the Task Force,3 a strong .emphasis

is placed on the establishment of councils at the local level. Each council

would "have the authority to design, develop, review and implement a local

program to meet early childhood development and family service needs..."4

Local councils would work cooperatively with a statewide council (to be com-

posed of members of local councils and four state officials) in the develop-

ment and implementation of a state plan for early childhood programs and

services. Administrative responsibility would reside in a state office of

child development or its equivalent.

Such an arrangement would permit individual communities to determine the

nature of services needed and to arrange for the provision of those services

in the most effective and economical way -- including the utilization when

possible of the resources available through the public school system. At the

same time, coordination at the state level would permit an equitable distri-

bution of all available resources within the state to deal with the most

urgent unmet needs of its young children and their families.

3 Establishing a State Office of Early Childhood Development: Suggested Legis-
lative Alternatives, Early Childhood Report No. 3 (Denver, Colo.: Education Com-
mission of the States, 1972.)

4 Ibid., p. 28.

- 3 -
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The Task Force has concluded that a wide variety of services must be

available to communities. This variety can best be guaranteed by providing

a system in which localities are permitted to select service providers on

the basis of their ability to meet the needs of the community (with appropriate

safeguards against discriminatory practices.) The extensive formal and in-

formal network that is currently providing a wide range of needed services to

young children and their families must receive additional support if those

services are to be further expanded and refined. It is the position of the

Task Force that the further expansion and refinement of existing services is

in the best interest of young children and their families.

- 4 -
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OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT LIAISON

1312 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, N. W. • WASHINGTON, D. C. 20005 • 202/659-6606

UNITED STATES
CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

July 14, 1975

Honorable John Brademas, Chairman

Subcommittee on Select Education

Committee on Education and Labor

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the United States Catholic Conference,

I would like to express our views on one aspect of

H.R.2966 (S.626), the proposed "Child and Family Services

Act of 1975."

In the past, the U.S.C.C. has supported Congressional

efforts to increase and improve badly needed day care ser-

vices especially for lower income and poor families. We

expect to continue this support in regard to the Joint

House-Senate Subcommittee consideration of such legisla-

tion.

However, we are very concerned with the efforts of

certain elements of the public school establishment to

exclusively control any expansion of Federally funded day

care and pre-school educational programs. To restrict

participation to the public schools does not seem sensi-

ble since day care and pre-school educational programs

have traditionally been provided by a wide range of pri-

vate, non-profit organizations as well as public agen-

cies. To limit new programs to funding public school

agencies would force us to seriously reconsider our

support for this otherwise desirable legislation.
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Hon. John Brademas
Page Two
July 14, 1975

The funding and sponsoring mechanisms proposed in
H.R. 2966 and S. 626 are sound and would insure that the
children enrolled in quality programs operated by the
private sector would participate equitably in any new
Federal programs. Therefore, we urge that you retain
this approach in any bill which is reported for consi-
deration by Congress.

I am requesting that this letter be entered into
the record of your Subcommittee's hearin s on this matter.

Si carely,

es L. Robinson
Director

JLR/ed

•
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ROBBINSDALE FEDERATION of TEACHERS

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
443 Old Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

LOCAL 872 AMERICAN FEDERATION of TEACHERS, AFL-CIO.: -

2040 Douglas Drive N., Minneapolis, Minn. 55422 Phan. 546-5

April 14, 1975

I am writing to you on behalf of our members who, at our last
Executive Council meeting, adopted a resolution on Early Childhood
Education Programs.

We urge you to incorporate these changes in the Comprehensive
Early Childhood Education Bill:

1. Total allocation should be $3.75 billion in the
first three years.

2. The Public Schools should be the prime sponsor
of all programs designed for children aged 2
years or older.

The education of the children of our nation should indeed remain
primarily the responsibility of our public schools.

Sincerely yours,

Martha Reckdahl, Chairperson
RFT Legislative Committee
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FLORA ROGGE
PRESIDENT

5445 E. TWIN 1,SE BLVD.

MINNEAPOLIS. MINN. 55429

ROBERT D. KNOCK

'3:11;1' r,'L'2'CCo't,l'HT RD
!MN. 55343

RICHARD MANS
SECRETARY

11431 HEATHER ST. N.W.
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 55431

GAIL A. PETERSON
TREASURER

420 E_ MINNEN.ANA PAP,.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN . 55410

VICE-PRESIDENTS

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 28

GABRIEL BRISBOIS

GERALDBROWN
209 W. TOLEDO AVE.
DULUTH, MINN. 551311
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NEW BRIGHTON, MINN. 55112
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WADENA,.MINN. 50482

ST. P•Ul. MINN. 55108

MARCIA PAULSEN
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GERALD REYNOLDS
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ACE
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EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
EDWARD BOLSTAD
4445 — 47TH AVE. SO
MINNEAPOLIS. MINN. 554013

OFFICE MANAGER
MRS. LOIS V. NYMAN
1884 CHARLES AVE.
ST. PAUL, MINN. 55104

Democracy in Education
Education for Democracy

millPou*

MNNESt TEDERATION

Of EACHERS

175 Aurora - St. Paul, Minnesota 55103 - (612) 227-8583

March 20, 1975

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

The Minnesota Federation of Teachers appreciates and takes pride
in the interest and concern that you as our senator show for the young
children of the nation. However, we are concerned with portions of the
Child and Family Services Act which you "rpire

That there is a great unmet need in the area of early childhood
programs is quite generally agreed upon. In Minnesota, as in other
parts of the country, many children whose parents work are being
cared for in sub-standard conditions. Recent research has shown
that these early years are probably the most important in emotional,
psychological and intellectual development. Everything the young child
does has an educational impact - is a learning experience. Therefore,
we feel that the need for universally available child care services
should be met by quality programs with a strong educational component.
We feel that the best and most logical agent for the delivery of these
programs is the public education system.

Here in Minnesota, as on the national level, there has been a
great controversy over the position that we take, so we would like
to further clarify the reasons,for this proposal.

Any programs which deal with yoUng children should be of good
educational quality. This does not mean that a classroom setting is
necessary; all over the country educational programs for children of
all ages are varying from the traditional classroom setting. Early
childhood programs should however be enriching and encouraging for the
child's mental growth as well as caring for his or her health and
welfare.

We are very concerned with the qualifications of those people
actually caring for the children. At present the standards for
employment at child care centers are low and varied. Turnover rates
are high and pay is low. We would like to see some kind of certification
process to insure that those persons who have day to day contact with
children have had at least some basic training program in early child-
hood development.

It should be made very clear that these programs are voluntary,
even though they would be administered alongside traditional compulsory

(Continued)
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page two

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
Senate Office Building

March 20, 1975

school programs. However,we feel that ideally the programs should be available
to all those who need the services, just as the public schools are available to all
older children. Parental input is especially important in the pre-school years
and involvement at this level might even lead to greater parental involvement
throughout the child's school years.

The Minnesota Federation of Teachers by the following resolution urges you
to adopt the changes in the Family Services Act which the AFT has proposed:

BE IT RESOLVED that the MFT strongly urge the adoption of changes in the early
childhood legislation:

'Total allocation should be $4.75 billion in the first three years,
compared to the $1.85 billion for the first four years under the Mondale-
Brademus bill.

For most programs designed for children 21/2 years or older, the public
schools should be the prime sponsor, with the U.S. Dept. of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare responsible for locating authority. Alternative sponsors
for areas where the schools do not want to take responsibility should be
provided but with public accountability. Children under 21/2 should be served
through a specialized agency for young children. There should be the oppor-
tunity for private and public nonprofit agencies to apply for project
assistance to the prime sponsor, the public schools.

All such programs should be clearly understood to be voluntary, even
though they would be offered under traditional compulsory public school programs.

*Advisory parent and community boards .should be built in.

'Food and nutrition regulations shouldbe strengthened.

*Strict teacher-child ratios should be maintained, starting with
1:2 for infants following the federal interagency day-care requirements.

We hope to see legislation enacted which will provide for healthy and full
development of our children and progress toward a system of education which is
beneficial to persons throughout their lives.

FR:L:sm
opeiu12
aflcio

Sincerely,

Flora Rogge, Presfaent
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DAN ROSTENKOVVSKI
em Dierrnicr, IUJEOIS

MAJORITY WHIP, IU-INDIS

Congreo of tbe JAnittbifkateti
ouOt of Repreoentatibess
astbington, M.C. 20515

March 26, 1975

Honorable Walter F. Mondale
Chairman, Subcommittee on Children

and Youth
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee
Suite 4230 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear rir. Chairman:

COMMITTESSI
WAYS AND MEANS

CHAIRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE

JOINT COMMITTEE ON
INTERNAL REVENUE TAXATION

Your Subcommittee on Children and Youth is currently
coasidering the Child and Family Services Act of 1975.
The present language and intent of the bill provides that
prime sponsors may be localities or combinations 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
designation 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 maxi:aim effort to fulfill their prime respon-
sibility of educating our school-age children. Adding
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comprehensive child care to their present educational
perspective would be an unmanagable burden.

My own City of Chicago has one of the most com-
prehensive day care programs in the nation. I strongly
urge that the present language in the Chilland Family
Services Act of 1975, relating to the designation of
prime sponsors be maintained.

With warm regards, I am

Sincerely yours,

Ayai,

DR:cmj

cc: Senator Charles Percy

cc: Senator Adlai Stevenson

Dan Rostenkowski
Member of Congress
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Senator MONDALE. We stand in recess.
[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the joint subcommittees adjourned.]



CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES ACT, 1975

MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITIEE 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 CommrrrEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington,D.C.
The subcommittees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room

2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Senator Walter F. Mondale
presiding.
Present: Senators Mondale and Stafford; Representatives Brade-

mas, Hall, Cornell, and Miller.
Senator MONDALE. The committee will come to order.
Our first witnesses this morning will be a panel consisting of Frieda

Mitchell, chairperson, United Communities for Child Development,
Inc., Frogmore, S.C. ; Hannah Atkins, member of the board ot direc-
tors, Black Child Development Institute, Inc., Washington, D.C., also
member of the Oklahoma House of Representatives; and Evelyn
Moore, executive director Black Child Development Institute, Inc.

STATEMENT OF EVELYN K. MOORE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BLACK
CHILD DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE, INC.

MS. MOORE. Good morning.
My name is Evelyn K. Moore. I am executive director of the Black

Child Development Institute.
I am happy to respond to your invitation to testify here today.
Accompanying me is the Honorable Hannah D. Atkins, a member of

the board of the Black Child Development Institute, and a State repre-
sentative from Oklahoma.
The Black Child Development Institute is a nonprofit member-

ship organization. We are active in 27 States across the country—
working with community grassroots groups helping them to:
One: Improve the quality of their child development and child

welfare programs through workshops and direct technical assistance;
Two: Monitor national, State local legislation and regulations, and

train local monitors of public policy at State and local levels;
Three: Communicate and share their problems and solutions with

each other.
Our organized members represent a crosssection of citizenry who

recognize tht special needs of black children. These include parents,
(1261)
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teachers, lawyers, doctors, psychologists, psychiatrists, social workers,
and sociologists.
The Black Child Development Institute plays an advocacy role on

behalf of black children and their families. We view our mission as
the strengthening of black family life within the context of commu-
nity development, and we recognize the important role of publicly
funded child development programs.

THE NEEDS

We can certainly testify to the tremendous need in the black commu-
nity for such programs. The needs are the same as those in the white
community, but are greater because of the disproportionate number
of black families who suffer from poverty and because of the racial
discrimination which victimizes black families in all areas of life.
I can quote to you a number of statistics that would reflect the

status of black children but the one that is particularly significant
is the large number of black mothers that we have in the labor force.
We have data that shows that as many as 50 percent of black women
are in the labor force as compared to one-third of the white mothers.
Here in the District of Columbia, for example, two-thirds of the

mothers with children from 6 to 18 are in the labor force. Here in the
District of Columbia, 7 out of every 10 mothers who have children
between the age of 6 and 18 are the heads of households. I think this
is significant in terms of what faces black mothers as they attempt to
optimize the development of their children.
Therefore, we are really pleased that in the drafting of this legisla-

tion the overriding purposes that are reflected throughout is the
strengthening of the family.
I am really happy, first of all, that this Nation is about to go on

record as being firmly committed to providing comprehensive child
development services to children;
Second, that parents be given a decisionmaking role in programs that

affect their children's lives;
Third, that day care be broadened to include a range of children in

need and that it no longer be viewed as a welfare program; 
Fourth, that the 1968 Federal interagency guidelines cotinue to be

used as a guide for high quality standards with the reinstatement of
the educational components;

Fifth, that emphasis and value be placed on the cultural aspects of
family life;

Sixth, that there be a commitment to train persons to work effectively
with young children; and
Seventh, that there be a socio-economic mix of children in day-care

programs.
DELIVERY SYSTEM

While the majority of us can agree with the programmatic prin-
ciples contained in the bill, one of the most difficult areas for agree-
ment is the design of the delivery system for the proposed program.
The recent combination of proposals related to the reorganization of

Federal departments, DHEW studies of program consolidations and
integration, the presence of the "new Federalism", the revenue-sharing
philosophy, and continued consumer pressure for greater involvement
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in shaping programs, have caused delivery systems design to be one
of the most celebrated of public policy issues.

Quite apart from the present political atmosphere, the design of
delivery systems for Federal programs is a most critical phase of pro-
gram policymaking because of the effect of the delivery design in inter-
preting the legislative intent and implementing the substantive in-
tegrity of a particular program.
Beyond the obvious programmatic considerations, the selection of

one or another delivery strategy is crucial in determining the political
fate—passage intact, passage with major modifications, or rejection by
Congress and the President—of proposed programs.

Differences in political perspective tend to become more manifest
and clearcut at delivery system points than at the initial and more
conceptual levels of program content determination. Few legislators
will disagree with the need for comprehensive child care legislation,
yet many will disagree with the delivery design of such initiatives.
In recognition of this unusually sensitive situation, we as child

advocates anticipated the attention which would be given to the design
of the delivery system for any comprehensive child development
legislation.
At our last national annual meeting, we invited State legislators,

representatives from national parent organizations, teachers and ad-
ministrators of large day-care child development programs, to a semi-
nar which focused on recommendations for the delivery of services to
black children and their families.
The recommendations which emerged from the meeting urged the

prime sponsorship of child development programs by States and mu-
nicipalities. The groups agreed that the legislation should allow capa-
ble nonprofit groups to apply for prime sponsorship when States or
local governments are not adequately responsive to child care needs.
I am pleased to introduce to you Representative Hannah D. Atkins

from Oklahoma, who led a workshop at this important meeting.
Mrs. Atkins is representative of the increasing number of black

mayors and black legislators who can bring an increased responsiveness
on the part of States to the needs of black children. She will share
with you the recommendations that came out of the deliberations of
our constituency.
This portion of our testimony will be specifically aimed at discussing

the role of the State.
Senator MONDALE. We are very pleased to have you with us this

morning.

STATEMENT OF HANNAH D. ATKINS, MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF
DIRECTORS, BLACK CHILD DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE, INC.,
WASHINGTON, D.C. ; ALSO MEMBER OF THE OKLAHOMA HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

MS. ATKINS. Thank you, Senator.
I feel very privileged and honored to have the opportunity to offer

the viewpoint of the Black Child Development Institute from a State
perspective. ,
I would like to take a moment to commend you for your perseverance

in pursuing this most desired piece of legislation. I feel it will have a

58-983 0-76 - pt. 7 -7
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great impact on the whole future of the country. We are pleased to be
a part of these efforts.
I know your time is limited. I will proceed directly into the sub-

stance of my comments.
Public support for kindergarten and early childhood education

continues to grow at the State level.
We do have 11 States, California, Georgia, Maine Massachusetts,

Missouri, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vermont, Wash-
ington, and West Virginia, providing some kind of support for these
programs.
At least 38 States offer pre-first grade programs, other States offer

supportive services other than medical and dental care. This com-
pares with 30 States in 1972.
I propose three fundamental principles which should undergird

a delivery system that designates a State or city as prime sponsor.
These principles are essential safeguards if States are to be prime
sponsors.

FIRST PRINCIPLE

The delivery system should satisfactorily serve the substantive in-
tegrity of the proposed program.
We would propose, in addition to the annual evaluation requested

by the Secretary, that the bill contain more specific language for plan-
ning and administration to insure high standards. There are four ele-
ments that must be included.

First: The administrative body for day care and child development
should be an Office of Children or Child Development, responsible to
the Governor or the mayor.
Second: This agency should establish guidelines for monitoring and

evaluation based on the minimal standards established; see that there
is wide dissemination of information on every level of operation; in-
sure that the staff reflects the ethnic population of the area served and
that the needs of the ethnic and multilingual community are met, and
give special attention to the income and employment level of the area
served.
Third: Minimal standards for health, education, social services, per-

sonnel, fiscal policies and audit requirements should be developed at
this level with parent participation.
Fourth: It would also be the responsibility of this agency to develop

criteria for appropriating and allocating funds based on established
criteria and to establish a range for administrative costs.
In summary, we strongly urge you to include language in the legis-

lation which not only sets high standards, but enforces them through
a specific process that is legislated. General language on the compre-
hensiveness of the program is not enough.
Carefully thought-out procedures for monitoring programs and pro-

viding technical assistance are essential for the preservation of sub-
stantive integrity. Specifically, we urge the inclusion of language that
sets forth guidelines for program review, program evaluation, and
program technical assistance.
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SECOND PRINCIPLE

The delivery system should be operationally and functionally
sound, and provide adequate provisions for due process to be observed.
It is the belief of our constituents that States have special authori-

ties that do make them more functionally sound in the administration
of child-development programs. These include: (1) authority to tax;
(2) authority to use existing administrative machinery; (3) authority
to establish a special-purpose State agency specifically for the purpose
of developing and coordinating children's programs; and (4) author-
ity to establish checks and balances for consumer protection, and this
is perhaps the most important of all.
We suggest that the proposed legislation require any plan for day-

care or child development to be aired at public hearings across the
State, county, or city before submission to HEW. Moreover, 65 per-
cent of the prime sponsor council or board should be parents; the
council should be racially and ethnically representative of the popula-
tion served; and should have representatives from business, profes-
sional groups, government and child-serving agencies. This should be
spelled out in the act.
In reference to setting adequate provisions for due process, we be-

lieve due process ought to be at the three levels of each component of
the delivery system: Prime sponsorship, administration, and program
operations.
Following are specific recommendations regarding an appeals proc-

ess: (1) there should be an appeals procedure directly to HEW;
(2) there should be an appeals and grievance procedure for both local
programs and consumers; and (3) there should be an appeals proce-
dure for rejected applicants.

THIRD PRINCIPLE

The delivery design should not be compromised by special-interest
groups.
In line with this principle, we believe that, although no special effort

ought to be made to exclude public schools as prime sponsors, no spe-
cial language giving them priority should be contained in the legis-
lation.
Although we say we have created a school system that equalizes

opportunity for all children, we find that 12 years of public schooling
actually increases the gap between rich and poor students. Our chil-
dren are not learning to read, write, and compute the three skills that
are essential for survival in America's technological society. We know
that:
The black high school dropout rate was twice the national average

in 1973;
A disproportionate number of black children are labeled and tracked

into rooms for children with learning disabilities, special needs, and
with those who are mentally retarded;
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Black children are responded to in most public school situations
from a deficit model, and a perspective which regards them as deviant
and representative of a social pathology:
Before we allow the public schools to become the primary institu-

tion in the lives of our children under 5, the schools need to set their
own house in order, and fulfill their own promise of equal educational
opportunity for the children they have now.
In relation to other special-interest groups, the legislation should

not permit profitmaking corporations to receive public moneys for
child-development programs. We feel very strongly about this.
In an effort to protect the quality "mom and pop" centers, we would

urge that the legislation permit these centers time to convert to non-
profit status.
The interest group primarily concerned, the parents, should be pro-

tected and defined clearly in the legislation. Consumer and grassroot
operations should not be sacrificed in recalcitrant States.
For example, in the State of Mississippi there has been made a con-

tinued effort to wrest programs out of the hands of consumers and to
restrict parent and community decisionmaking.
In order to protect parents and communities from State power, it is

essential that child and family-service councils, as well as local pro-
gram councils be required to have adequate parent representation,
parent representation at all board levels.
Thus, we recommend that:
One: Each council should have a policy board with 65 percent parent

representation in the membership.
Some national organizations have suggested in their testimony a

restriction and/or limitation of parent participation on policy coun-
cils. We are opposed to lessening the percentage called for in the
legislation. In fact, as you note, we request a higher percentage, so that
parents can make substantial input on decisions on a sustained basis.
A large number of parents will prevent professionals from dominat-

ing board decisions, and will enable parents to participate actively on
various board committees without becoming overburdened.
This was a very strong point made at our last national meeting.
Two: There should be mandatory training requirements for staff

and board.
This requirement is an effort to insure that board and staff operate

effectively. Training will help them plan by objectives, assist in re-
solving conflict situations in a positive way, and, most importantly,
help them learn to differentiate roles, that is, policymaking versus
program operations.

CONCLUSION

This statement, although endorsing State control, should be con-
sidered in its totality. That is, all the suggestions made are required if
State control is to be effective. and beneficial to black families.
In view of the poor track record of certain States, particularly those

in the Southeast, we propose that the legislation include a bypass pro-
vision for those States which are unable or unwilling to meet the re-
quirements for State control.
In relation to the overall delivery design for comprehensive child

development, the issues of designation of service areas and determina-
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tion of due process procedures will be particularly important for con-
stituency involvement. Without question, there must be explicit defini-
tion of local service areas, prime sponsorship and appeals processes.
In part, these constituency concerns are components of the capacity-
building function between Federal and State governments.
Our statement has highlighted some of the major political and pro-

gram considerations which must be weighed in the course of design-
ing and supporting a comprehensive child development delivery strat-
egy. The following are key functional considerations.

1. Transferring operational program resources and responsibilities
from the Federal Government to State and local levels;

2. Strengthening State and local capacities to effectively cope with
new and expanded program responsibilities.

3. Specifying consumer and constituency involvement in program
policy 'and due process intervention points in the delivery design of
programs.
In our role as 'advocates for black children, we are aware that, his-

torically, advances made on behalf of black people have benefited the
population as a whole. We believe that to be true within the context of
this legislation.
While our recommendations are from a black perspective, we believe

that they will be valuable to all children impacted by this legislation.
We appreciate this opportunity to be invited to testify on this most

important legislation and are prepared to offer our assistance in mak-
ing publicly funded child development programs a reality.

Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of the Black Child Development Institute,

Inc., as presented by Ms. Moore and Ms. Atkins jointly, follows:]
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My name is Evelyn K. Moore. I am the Executive Director of

the Black Child Development Institute. I am happy to respond to

your invitation to testify here today. Accompanying me is the

Honorable Hannah D. Atkins a member of the Board of the Black

Child Development Institute and a state representative from

Oklahoma.

The Black Child Development Institute is a non-profit member-

ship organization. We are active in twenty-seven states across

the country - working with community grass-roots groups helping

them to:

1) Improve the quality of their child develop-
ment and child welfare programs through
workshops and direct technical assistance,

2) Monitor national, state and local legislation
and regulations and train local monitors of
public policy at state and local levels,

3) Communicate and share their problems and
solutions with each other.

Our organized members represent a cross-section of citizenry

who recognize the special needs of Black children. These include

parents, teachers, lawyers, doctors, psychologists, psychiatrists,

social workers, and sociologists. The Black Child Development

Institute plays an advocacy role on behalf of Black children and

their families. We view our mission as the strengthening of Black

family life within the context of community development, and we

recognize the important role of publicly-funded child development

programs.
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THE NEEDS 

We can certainly testify to the tremendous need in the Black

community for such programs. The needs are the same as those in

the white community, but are greater because of the dispropor-

tionate number of Black families who suffer from poverty and

because of the racial discrimip-a4ion which victimizes black

families in all areas of life,„ What are the need statistics

regarding the status of our 1.466 million Black pre-school children

ages 3 to 5?

- We know that there are at least 19 deaths in
the first year of life per 1,000 live births
of white children, compared to 35 deaths per
1,000 live births for Black children. Many of 
our Black children do not live to become 
eligible for early education programs;

We know that for every 100,000 live births 19.5
white mothers die. Over three times the number
of poor and non-white mothers die from pregnancy
complications than white mothers. Many of our 
mothers do not live to see their children become 
pre-schoolers;

- We know that one-half of all Black mothers are
in the labor force at any given time as compared
to less than 1/3 of white mothers. Many of our 
mothers must work in order to meet basic family 
needs such as food, clothing and shelter;

- We know that at the current level, approximately
379,000 children are served by Headstart. Of the
379,000 children 56,000 children are in full day
year round programs. Only about half of these
children are Black. Many of our children must be 
placed in less than adequate day care settings
out of necessity.

We are pleased that in the drafting of this legislation the

overriding purpose reflects your belief in strengthening the

American family. We are supportive of the basic premises contained

in the proposal:
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1) That this nation go on record as being firmly
committed to providing comprehensive child
development services to children;

2) That parents be given a decision-making role
in programs that affect their children's lives;

3) That day care be broadened to include a range
of children in need, and that it no longer be
viewed as a welfare program;

4) That the 1968 Federal Interagency Guidelines
continue to be used as a guide for high quality
standards with the reinstatement of the
educational component;

5) That emphasis and value be placed on the
cultural aspects of family life;

6) That there be a commitment to train persons
to work effectively with young children; and

7) That there be a socio-economic mix of children
in day care programs.

DELIV= SYSTEM

While the majority of us can agree with the programmatic

principles contained in the bill, one of the most difficult areas

for agreement is the design of the delivery system for the proposed

program. The recent combination of proposals related to the reor-

ganization of federal departments, DHEW studies of program consoli-

dations and integration, the presence of the "new Federalism", the

revenue sharing philosophy, and continued consumer pressure for

greater involvement in shaping programs, have caused delivery systems

design to be one of the most celebrated of public policy issues.

Quite apart from the present political atmosphere, the design

of delivery systems for federal programs is a most critical phase

of program policy making because of the effect of the delivery design

in interpreting the legislative intent and implementing the



1272

-5-

substantive integrity of a particular program. Beyond the obvious

programmatic considerations, the selection of one or another

delivery strategy is crucial in determining the political fate --

passage intact, passage with major modifications, or rejection by

congress and the President -- of proposed programs. Differences

in political perspective tend to become more manifest and clear cut

at delivery system points than at the initial and more conceptual

levels of program content determination. Few legislators will

disagree with the need for comprehensive child care legislation,

yet many will disagree with the delivery design of such initiatives.

In recognition of this unusually sensitive situation, we as

child advocates anticipated the attention which will be given to

the design of the delivery system for any comprehensive child

development legislation. At our last national annual meeting we

invited state legislators, representatives from national parent

organizations, teachers and administrators of large day care/child

development programs, to a seminar which focused on recommendations

for the delivery of services to Black children and their families.

The recommendations which emerged from the meeting urged the

prime sponsorship of child development programs by states and

municipalities. The group's agreed that the legislation should

allow capable non-profit groups to apply for prime sponsorship

when states or local governments are not adequately responsive to

child care needs.

I am pleased to introduce to you Representative Hannah D. Atkins

from Oklahoma who led a workshop at this important meeting.

Mrs. Atkins is representative of the increasing number of black
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mayors and black legislators who can bring an increased respon-

siveness on the part of states to the needs of black children.

She will share with you the recommendations that came out of the

deliberations of our constituency. This portion of our testimony

will be specifically aimed at discussing the role of the state(

The Honorable Hannah D. Atkins:

I propose three fundamental principles which should under-

gird a delivery system that designates a state or city as prime

sponsor. These principles are essential safeguards if States 

are to be prime sponsors.

FIRST PRINCIPLE 

The delivery system should satisfactorily serve the substan-

tive integrity of the proposed program.

We would propose, in addition to the annual evaluation

requested by the Secretary, that the bill contain more specific

language for planning and administration to insure high standards.

There are four elements that must be included:

1. The administrative body for day/care and child
development should be an Office of Children or
Child Development, responsible to the Governor
or the Mayor;

2. This agency should establish guidelines for
monitoring and evaluation based on the minimal
standards established; see that there is wide
dissemination of information on every level of
operation; insure that the staff reflects the
ethnic population of the area served and that
the needs of the ethnic and multi-lingual
community are met, and give special attention
to the income and employment level of the area
served;
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3. Minimal standards for health, education,
social services, personnel, fiscal policies
and audit requirements should be developed
at this level with parent participation;

4. It would also be the responsibility of this
agency to develop criteria for appropri-
ating and allocating funds based on estab-
lished criteria and to establish a range
for administrative costs.

In summary, we strongly urge you to include language in the

legislation which not only sets high standards, but enforces

them through a specific process, that is legislated. General

language on the comprehensiveness of the program is not enough.

Carefully thought-out procedures for monitoring programs and

providing technical assistance are essential for the preservation

of substantive integrity. Specifically we urge the inclusion

of language that set forth guidelines for program review, program

evaluation and program technical assistance.

SECOND PRINCIPLE:

The delivery system should be operationally and functionally 

sound, and provide adequate provisions for due process to be 

observed.

It is the belief of our constituents that states have

special authorities that do make them more functionally sound in

the administration of child development programs. These include:

1. Authority to tax;

2. Authority to use existing adminis-
trative machinery;

3. Authority to establish a special-
purpose state agency specifically for
the purpose of developing and coordinat-
ing children's programs;
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4. Authority to establish checks and balances
for consumer protection, We suggest that
the proposed legislation require any plan
for day care/child development to be
aired at public hearings across the state,
county, or city before submission to HEW.
Moreover, SI/0 of the Prime Sponsor Council
or Board should be parents; the Council
should be racially and ethnically repre-
sentative of the population served; and
should have representatives from business,
professional groups, government and child
serving agencies. This should be spelled
out in the Act.

In reference to setting adequate provisions for due process,

we believe due process ought to be at the three levels of each

component of the delivery system: prime sponsorship; adminis-

tration; and program operations.

Following are specific recommendations regarding an appeals/

process:

1. There should be an appeals procedure directly
to HEW;

2. There should be an appeals and grievance
procedure for both local programs and con-
sumers;

3. There should be an appeals procedure for
rejected applicants.

THIRD PRINCIPLE 

The delivery design should not be compromised by special 

interest groups.

In line with this principle, we believe that, although no

special effort ought to be made to exclude public schools as

prime sponsors, no special/language giving them priority should

be contained in the legislation.

Although we say we have created a school system that equal-

izes opportunity for all children, wc find that twelve years of
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public schooling actually increases the gap between rich and poor

students. Our children are not learning to read, write and corn:

pute-three skills that are essential for survival in America's

technological society. We know that:

. the Black high school drop-out rate was twice
the national average in 1973;

a disproportionate number of Black children
are labeled and tracked into rooms for
children with learning disabilities, special
needs, and with those who are mentally retarded;

. Black children are responded to in most public
school situations from a deficit model, .and
a perspective which regards them as deviant
and representative of a social pathology.

Before we allow the public schools to become the primary

institution in the lives of our children under five, the schools

need to set their own house in order, and fulfill their own

promise of equal opportunity for the children they have now.

In relation to other special interest groups, the legislation

should not permit profit-making corporations -to receive public

monies for child development programs. In an effort to protect

the quality "mom and pop" centers, we would urge that the legis-

lation permit these centers time to convert to non-profit status.

The interest group primarily concerned, the parents, should

be protected and defined clearly in the legislation. Consumer and

grass-root operators should not be sacrificed in recalcitrant

states. For example, in the State of Mississippi there has made a

continuing effort to wrest programs out of the hands of consumers

and to restrict parent and community decision-making.

In order to protect parents and communities from state power,

it is essential that child and family service councils, as well as

local program councils be required to have adequate parent representation.
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parent representation at all board levels. Thus we recommend that:

1) Each council should have a policy board
with 65% parent representation in the membership.

Some national organizations have suggested in their testimony

a restriction and/or limitation of parent participation on policy

councils. We are opposed to lessening the percentage called for

in the legislation. In fact, as you note, we request a higher

percentage, so that parents can make substantial input .on decisions

on a sustained basis. A large number of parents will prevent

professionals from dominating board decisions, and will enable

parents to participate actively on various board committees with-

out becoming overburdened.

2) There should be mandatory training requirements
for staff and board.

This requirement is an effort to insure that board and staff

operate effectively. Training will help them plan by objectives,

assist in resolving conflict situations in a positive way, and,

most importantly, help them learn to differentiate roles-i.e.,

policy-making vs. program operations.

CONCLUSION 

This statement, although endorsing state control, should be

considered in its totality. That is, all the suggestions made are 

required if state control is to be effective and beneficial to

Black families.

In view of the poor track record of certain states, particu-

larly those in the Southeast, we propose that the legislation

include a by-pass provision for those states which are unable or

unwilling to meet the requirements for state control.
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In relation to the overall delivery design for comprehensive

child development, the issues of designation of service areas and

determination of .due process procedures will be particularly im-

portant for constituency involvement. Without question there

must be explicit definition of local service areas; prime sponsor-

ship and appeals processes. In part these constituency concerns

are components of the capacity building function between Federal

and State governments.

Our statement has highlighted some of the major political and

program considerations which must be weighed in the course of

designing and supporting a. comprehensive child development delivery

strategy. The following are key functional considerations:

1. Transferring operational program resources
and responsibilities from the Federal
government to State and local levels;

2. Strengthening State and local capacities
to effecti-vely cope with new and expanded
program responsibilities;

3. Specifying consumer and constituency
involvement in program policy and due
process intervention points in the
delivery design of programs.

In our role as advocates for Black children we are aware that

historically, advances made on behalf of Black people have bene-

fitted the population as a whole. We believe that to be true

within the context of this legislation. While our recommendations

are from a Black perspective we believe that they will be valuable

to all children impacted by this legislation. We appreciate this

opportunity to be invited to testify on this most important

legislation and are prepared to offer our assistance in making

publicly funded child development programs a reality::
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Senator MONDALE. We will now hear from Frieda R. Mitchell,
chairperson, United Communities for Child Development, Inc., Frog-
more, S.C.

STATEMENT OF FRIEDA R. MITCHELL, CHAIRPERSON, UNITED
COMMUNITIES FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT, INC., FROGMORE, S.C.

Mrs. MITCHELL. Chairman Mondale, Chairman Brademas, and
members of the House and Senate committees:
My name is Frieda Mitchell. I am the chairperson, United Communi-

ties For Child Development, Inc.— (UCCD) —a federation of non-
profit community child care programs in South Carolina.
I am also an elected member of the Beaufort County Board

of Education.
Most of all, I 'am a parent and a grandparent.
I appreciate your invitation to testify today, to tell you about the

things we are struggling to do for our children in South Carolina, and
to commend you for your continued leadership on this issue here in
Washington.
We support your proposal to expand child care through a flexible

delivery system, to give parents a central role, to broaden eligibility,
and to encourage higher quality in programs.
UCCD was formed in 1971 because the greatest unmet needs in our

part of the State was child care for low-income working parents. Res-
idents of some communities were trying. to operate child-care centers
but the need for assistance was great. Parents, day-care operators, po-
tential operators, Headstart sponsors 'and interested persons came to-
gether and agreed that what was needed was a coordinated effort,
through an umbrella organization, to promote 'and assist community-
based, community-operated child-care centers.
That organization was chartered on September 1, 1971, as United

Communities for Child Development, Inc. Our membership has ex-
panded since that date to 24 operating community-based child-care
centers in eight counties, serving over 1,500 children.
We are providing technical assistance to groups in eight additional

communities that qire in the process of providing community-based
child care. All of our members are private, nonprofit organizations.
Their governing boards include parents as actively serving members.
UCCD provides technical assistance to member centers—to help

with licensing and organizing, to provide board and staff training,
and to assist in obtaining necessary financing.
In addition, by speaking with one voice, we have been able to play

an increasing role in development of chili-care policies in the State.
For example, UCCD is represented on the State licensing task force,.
We participated in the State's symposium on child development. And,
we are meeting and negotiating with the State on the development of
its title XX plan.
The communities and programs in UCCD are basically rural, poor

and black. Our purpose is not to make a profit, not to create 'a lot of
jobs with big salaries, not to increase 'anyone's political power.
Our only purpose is to provide quality child-care programs for our

children; to help them grow and learn and discover their own value
and potential; and to get them ready for further learning and
development.
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We happen to think that parents should make the decisions about
their children, and that without parents nothing anyone does for very
young children will have much lasting impact.
The struggle to develop good programs for our children hasmot been

easy. Money is still the biggest problem. We have scraped together
whatever we could find—proceeds from chicken dinners, donations
from United Way, personal contributions help from churches, clubs,
foundations, fees from parents, and the 

contributions,
and nutrition program

from the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Now, finally, we have a contract with the State Department of Social

Services for title TV—A funds to purchase services for eligible children
in five centers. We have a single contract with a central administrative
staff and health, social services, and education components. State and
Federal funds pay the per-child cost for AFDC children. Other fami-
lies in the centers are responsible to pay the full cost themselves in the
State of South Carolina and probably in Southeast, as well.
UCCD is a pioneer effort. It shows that it is possible to work through

the kind of Government prime sponsor your bill talks about and still
retain a program that allows maximum parent and community
involvement.
We meet the Federal Interagency Day-Care requirements. But

within those standards we have the freedom to create our own program
to meet the particular needs of the children and the communities we
serve.
We support your proposed legislation, because it will allow the ex-

pansion of this kind of flexible child-care system, and it will extend
services to more children, families, and communities that desperately
need them.
In your letter inviting me to testify, you asked for my ideas on how

to develop a delivery system that will insure parental involvement,
local diversity to meet local needs, and appropriate State involvement
to assure coordination and maximum use of available resources.
I am submitting to the committees, with my statement, some specific

detailed recommendations about the delivery system, which I will mail
to you when I return to South Carolina.
I would like to emphasize some of the most critical points here:
One. Parent involvement. This is probably more important to suc-

cess of child-care programs than any other single thing. But we need
to understand what we are talking about when we say parent involve-
ment.
When I talk about parent involvement, I do not mean asking mothers

to make cookies for the PTA meeting where there is a speaker no one
can understand. Real parent involvement means parents making the
decision about budgets, location of facilities, grant applications, and
who is going to direct the program.
I am tired of hearing the excuse that parents do not want to be in-

volved, that they do not have time, or they do not care. It is just not
true. Getting parent participation isn't easy. But it is possible, if one
is willing to try—if meetings are scheduled at times convenient to par-
ents—instead of the staff—if transportation is provided and expenses
are covered; if there is training and staff support.
Most important, it takes a change of attitude on the part of teachers

and administrators. For once, parents have to know that they are
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important, essential, and wanted. It worked in Head Start. It is work-
ing in our programs. And, it can work across the Nation.
Two. Local decisionmaking. Child-care needs are different from one

place to, another. The Federal Government cannot decide what is best
for our children and families in every situation. What works for us in
Frogmore may not work the same way in Charleston, much less in
Minneapolis, South Bend, or Vermont.
Whatever delivery system you finally develop, it must allow for

local, community decisions about the kind of program that will best
meet their children's needs.
Three. Prime sponsors. We recognize the need for involvement of

both State and local government. We do not want another program
that ignores Government altogether. We do not feel it is possible to
do everything this bill wants to do without getting the Governors and
mayors involved.
However, we do not want just revenue sharing for child care. If

State and local governments are going to participate, then they must
meet firm Federal requirements including the requirement for decision-
making child and family services councils composed of parents—as
clear working majority—community people, and representatives of
all of the public agencies providing services to children.
We think the best system would be one that make the State council

the planning, policymaking, and monitoring agency, and gives the
local council the grant-making authority. That way, coordination and
long-term planning can be combined with local decisionmaking.
Let me emphasize our concern about the possibility of regional prime

sponsors within the State. We have watched the move toward substate
regional planning in our State, as well as throughout the South. Those
regional planning bodies are hardware people, concerned with physi-
cal and economic development, not human programs. They are not
elected officials, and they are not publicly accountable.
If this legislation allows for substate regional planning and grant-

making authority, it has to guarantee the creation of a child and
family services council, independent of these regional planning bodies,
to carry out the purposes of this law. Although the boundaries for the
two might be the same, the regional planning body must not dictate
the function or composition of the child and family services council.

Four. Funding program operations. We support the approach
which this bill takes, to separate the grant-making authority—the
prime sponsor—from the program operation. That is the best way to
get decisions which reflect the interest of children rather than the
special interests of agencies.
We know that programs like ours can provide the types of services

your bill envisions, and we are willing to go through the struggle nec-
cessary to get funding from governmental prime sponsors. We are
doing that now.
However, a statement in the bill that nonprofit agencies may partici-

pate in the program, even a statement giving preference to such agen-
cies, will not be enough to assure that they actually get into the pro-
gram. The bill must deal with the very funding problems which create
obstacles for all programs—public and nonprofit, alike.
For example, there must be some guarantee of future funding for

programs that comply with the law and standards. It is almost im-
possible to design a good program for children and attract high qual-
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ity people for staffing when we have to live with the realization that
every year may be the last.

Similarly, this legislation should get away from the type of service
where a program gets reimbursed on a monthly basis for the number
of eligible children it served in that month. Those payments lag months
behind at times, and, in the meantime, programs have to go on without
operating money. This legislation should guarantee a regular money
flow, through contracts based on annual budgets.
This is the way most HEW programs are run—Head Start, title I,

s.pecial education programs—and that is the way this one should
operate.

Title IV-A and title XX purchase services on a slot basis because
the program is basically one to provide an individual service to an in-
dividual family who meets certain very specific requirements. You are
trying to do something different in this bill, to develop a delivery
system with stable programs. That means long-term contracts.
We agree that there should be a non-Federal match. This is too big

a job for the Federal Government to do by itself. We will never get
sufficient resources for all of our children unless State and local gov-
ernments contribute as well.
However, it is absolutely essential that you include some limited

waiver of the non-Federal share in cases of special need—where people
and communities are so poor that they cannot get the matching money.
Without such a waiver, all you will do is prevent getting services to the
families and children who need them the most.
Last year, these committees said that Head Start must provide such

a waiver of the non-Federal share if the per capita income in the county
is less than $3,000. We urge a similar provision in this law.

Five. Eligibility. Those of us who have been struggling to make
poverty programs work know that eligibility has to be broader if a
program is going to be successful. This is one of our greatest problems
now.
Poor working families who are not on welfare cannot get into our

programs unless they can pay the full cost—and they just cannot af-
ford to do that.
In our centers that are utilizing Federal and State funds, a non-

welfare family, regardless of how poor that family may be, has to pay
the same fee as the Department of Social Services pays for an eligible
child.
That means, that in order to include more of the children who need

the service, we cannot provide everything we would like, because even
if the department of social services would pay the higher fee, par-
ents of the other children in the program could not.
Congress needs to come up with a realistic eligibility figure that

enables us to provide the best program we can for all of the children
who need it. We support your efforts to establish the BLS lower living
standard as the bottom level for free services, with subsidies for people
above that line.
Six: Standards. Finally, I want to say a word about standards.
It has been suggested by some that programs like ours want lower

standards in order to keep our costs down. That is not true.
We want standards which will assure quality, development pro-

grams for our children; and we want them enforced. UCCD was part
of a nationwide community assessment of proposed licensing codes,
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and we participated in the efforts to prevent the revision of the Fed-
eral standards several years ago.
We were not the ones arguing for reducing the number of staff in

programs. We were not the ones arguing against educational compo-
nents. We were not the ones asking for the elimination of parent
participation.
This legislation must have firm standards, and it must provide a

mechanism for programs like ours to be involved in the development
of those standards. There must be money to the prime sponsor to en-
force the standards, and there must be money available for the one-
time assistance to programs to help meet them.
Let me end by saying that I do not think there is any single, more

important piece of legislation this Congress is considering—in terms
of our future. Our children are the best hope we have. They deserve
a chance, a chance for decent child care now, and a chance for the
future. Those of us who with programs like TiCCD want to give our
children that chance ourselves. If you take our youngest children
away from us, we have nothing left.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Ms. Atkins and Ms. Moore.
The Chair will call on the Senator from Minnesota for some

questions.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you very much for an excellent statement.
Do I sense a slight difference in approach? I understood you to say

that you would like these programs basically to be run by the State.
I understood Frieda Mitchell as saying that, basically, she wished
them to be run by local parental councils.
Ms. ATKINS. Senator, I believe the emphasis is the difference, not

the substance.
I, of course, being a member of the State legislature, do believe that

States can handle educational programs very well.
But, if you recall, we did emphasize in our statement the chief

component being a parent involvement at every level—local councils,
State councils, regional councils.
In that regard, Mrs. Mitchell's position and that of the Black Child

Development Institute are identical.
Senator MONDALE. You will recall one of the big amendments that

worried us most was one which returned these programs basically
over to the State welfare departments. We fought very hard not to
exclude the State welfare departments but to make certain we placed
control in the Child Development Council.
Ms. MOORE. We suggested not a State welfare department but a

special office in the State that would be a children's office. That chil-
dren's office would be reflective of the population being served.
Now, let us take the State of Mississippi.
It would change the color of that office substantially in Jackson,

Miss. if, indeed, that office began to reflect the children and the fam-
ilies who were being served in the State of Mississippi.
So that, as Mrs. Atkins said, there is no disagreement with Mrs.

Mitchell because of the requirements we make. We move to the States
that set of suggestions for our requirement in order for States to be
effective.
A large part of that requirement will be the involvement of par-

ents, 65 percent at every level, and then beginning right there the
States would apply for prime sponsorship.
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That office would also have to reflect before they could make an
application.
Mrs. ATKINS. Senator, we recommend that a separate office just for

child development. This was very successful, as you know, in the
State of Texas where they have an outstanding one. That is one
example.
There are other States that come to mind as those that are well

developed with one office as the prime sponsor of all the programs
related to children in the States.

Massachusetts also has a children's program.
Senator MONDALE. We will be hearing from the National Associa-

tion of State Directors, John Himelrick.
Miss Mitchell, a week or two ago we had a panel of witnesses who

urged strongly that the delivery system in the -bill be placed in the
school system.
What is your view of that?
Mrs. MITCHELL. Having served on the school board in my county 
Senator MONDALE. You have been a member of the school board?
Mrs. MITCHELL. Yes, and this is my seventh year. I disagree with

a designation placing prime sponsorship solely on the school system.
I could talk for at least an hour on the reasons why.
I think what is happening in particularly the school system of South

Carolina would speak more clearly to that.
I just don't feel that the school system should be given the exclusive

right.
Senator MONDALE. Are any of your programs affiliated with the

schools?
Mrs. MITCHELL. No; none; none under our umbrella.
There is in the State perhaps one or two but none of the centers

are under our umbrella.
Senator MONDALE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BIUDEMAS. Mr. Cornell.
Mr. CORNELL. Mrs. Mitchell, I notice you stress in your statement

the matter of family involvement.
Can you tell us how successful your efforts in parental involvement

have been?
Mrs. MITCHELL. I feel we have been successful in involving parents

at all levels in our program.
The fact that many of our centers were being operated by parents

prior to the formation of the organization means that parents are
actually working the centers in many instances.
The controlling boards that sponsor the centers locally are made

up mainly of parents. They are really involved because they are
operating.
• Mr. CORNELL. When you have meetings of the boards, is there good
attendance?
Mrs. MITCHELL. Yes; there is an excellent attendance of parents

because those parents are really the ones who make up the majority
of membership of the board.
Mr. CORNELL. They are not just serving in an advisory capacity?
Mrs. MITCHELL. No; they really operate.
Each center in the federation is sponsored by an independent com-

munity board and those boards are made up of parents, mostly par-
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ents. There are others who serve, but a clear majority of the parents
made up the community.
Mr. CORNELL. Do you have any special technique for getting them

involved?
Mrs. MITCHELL. The reason they are involved is out of their need.

There is no choice. These are people who are really running programs
to meet their particular needs. So, it is not a luxury. It is a necessity
to have them there because they are the ones who are doing it for
themselves.
Mr. CORNELL. I have one other question in view of another panel we

had here a while back.
Do you believe that profitmaking centers should be involved in this?
Mrs. MITCHELL. I definitely do not believe that profitmaking centers

can provide for our children the kinds of services that they really
need.
I say that because I feel that as soon as profitmaking centers enter

the picture, then a number of other things begin to take place.
For instance, standards begin to change because their main objective

is to get as many children in the centers as possible so that they can
make larger profits.
I feel that profitmaking centers cannot provide the kind of programs

that I think our children need.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Miller of California.
Mr. MILLER. I would like to follow up on a couple of questions.
Do you have experience in the State watching them in operation?
Mrs. MITCHELL. I have had a bit of experience with some profit-

making providers.
I mentioned in my statement that we participated in our task force

set up by the Governor to review the standards in the State of South
Carolina. On that task force there was a strong argument put up by
profitmakers who were also involved on the task force. Their arguments
centered around standards, specifically the adult-child ratio.
They felt that the Federal interagency requirements are too con-

servative and there should be more children allowed, you know, the
adult-child ratio should be more liberal.
That is why I say that standards would begin to change if profit-

makers become involved.
Mr. MILLER. On parental involvement, do you have any knowledge

of involvement of parents in traditional education, are more parents
involved in the education of children?
Mrs. MITCHELL. I am glad you asked that question because we have

noted that over the past 5 years parents have had the kind of involve-
ment that they did not have previously. As a result of their active par-
ticipation, we find that parents are now beginning to raise certain ques-
tions as to what is taking place.
Mr. MILLER. This is your experience on the school board?
Mrs. MITCHELL. Yes • it is.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Hall.
Mr. HALL. No questions at this time.
Mr. BRADEMAS. First, I would like to congratulate you on your state-

ments which I think are the most carefully and reasonably thought out
that the subcommittee ha S heard.
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You have taken great care in the preparation of your views and your
several suggestions are those that we should give great attention to.
As I understand it, you would like to see the States and local councils

of Government serve as prime sponsors but you would prefer to see
local councils actually operating programs with a significant degree of
parental involvement.
Am I correct in that understanding?
Mrs. ATKINS. Correa.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I also understand you to be saying that you do not, in

response to Senator Mondale's question, believe that local school sys-
tems should be sole prime sponsors.
I wonder if you could answer this question: Do you have any objec-

tion to a school system qualifying to operate a program should it meet
the criteria and standards set forth in the bill?
In other words, you would not give them authority either to operate

the programs or to serve as prime sponsors, but would you allow them
to be among those entities that could operate a program provided that
they met the criteria?
Mrs. MITCHELL. I feel the school system should be given equal oppor-

tunity as any other organization.
Mrs. ATKINS. Congressman, I would agree.
Though we basically question the ability of most school systems to

embody the philosophy of your bill, we would not exclude school sys-
tems. We do know some school systems that are outstanding exceptions.
We would not exclude school systems. We would not like them written
in as a guarantee sponsor, either.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Another question.
The major problem, as I think you indicate, in existing child-care

programs is the failure to enforce standards of care.
What kind of system of enforcement of standards do you think we

ought to have to be sure that programs are actually helpful and indeed
not harmful to children?
Mrs. ATKINS. I believe the chief thing is the periodic monitoring

with a built-in evaluation and coordination with ongoing training of
the persons involved but the monitoring process has to be guaranteed.
It is not enough to send the money out and say, this is what you should
do, we must always have the checks and balances. Not that we don't
trust the States or that we don't trust those who are the proprietors of
the centers, but we do believe monitoring is necessary.
MS. MOORE. May I add that one of the problems that we have with

standards and the Federal guidelines is that we always have stand-
ards but we never get group technical assistance to meet standards.
We believe that as we develop standards there ought to be resources

there to help groups meet those standards. It is not just a matter of
establishing standards and enforcing s'-anclP rds but providing assist-
ance to groups so that they can indeed provide quality child-develop-
ment programs for children.
Mr. BRADEMAS. My final question is this:
What is your view with respect to the role of proprietary profit-

making day-care Operations under the proposed legislation?
MS. MOORE. Congressman, both the view of the Black Child Devel-

opment Institute and my own personal view is that I believe we would
be opposed to the for-profit child-development centers. The experience
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has been that it results too often in warehousing the children. Their
concerns naturally are in cutting costs and their motives are not always
that of what is best for the child.
If you compare that with what is happening in some of the nursing

homes, we do not want that to happen to our children.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I want to thank all of you once again for your

testimony.
I might say to Mrs. Mitchell, as you may be aware, your State is

in good hands because subcommittee counsel, Jack Duncan, is from
Marion, S. C.
Thank you very much for your very excellent testimony.
Mrs. ATKINS. Thank you.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Next we shall hear from a panel of State officials,

Mr. James Kagen, who is representing the Department of Institutions
and Agencies, of New Jersey—Commissioner Ann Klein was not
able to be with us—and Mr. John Himelrick, director, Interagency
Council for Child Development Services, office of the Governor,
Charleston, W. Va. ; and David Flaherty, secretary, Department of
Human Resources, Raleigh, N.C., also chairman, Southeastern Insti-
tute for Human Resources Development, Inc.
Senator MONDALE. Mr. Chairman, if I might, Senator Randolph

asked that I personally express his regrets for not being here, and he
asked me to give this message:
I am pleased that John Himelrick is here to testify with respect to the

Child and Family Services Act. I regret I am unable to be present to hear his
testimony. I have the privilege of chairing this morning's hearing on the coal
emergency legislation.

He sends you his best wishes.
Senator STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to have a chance

to be here.
Like Chairman Randolph, I am also supposed to be at the coal

hearings on the other side.
Mr. BRADEMAS. We are very glad to have Senator Stafford as well

as Senator Mondale gracing these halls.
Could you identify yourselves, gentlemen?
Apparently one of the members of the panel is not able to be here

today.
Will you be kind enough to summarize your statements, gentlemen,

rather than read them in their entirety? That will give us an oppor-
tunity to put questions to you as well as hear the members of the
third panel.

STATEMENT OF JAMES G. KAGEN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF YOUTH
AND FAMILY SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTES AND
AGENCIES, STATE OF NEW JERSEY, ON BEHALF OF BRENDAN T.
BYRONE, GOVERNOR, STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. KAGEN. My name is James Kagen, director of the Division of
Youth and Family Services for the State of New Jersey.
Over the weekend the Governor asked Commissioner Klein to stay

in New Jersey. We are having a fiscal crisis, of which you may be
aware. I was asked to come down and talk to you this morning.
Commissioner Burke, the commissioner of education has sent a

letter in support of my testimony this morning.
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So, I am representing the Governor of the State.
I am not as well prepared as I would like to be. I was out on vaca-

tion last week and my wife and I are about to undergo our own early
childhood experience. So, if I run out of the room you will know what
is going on.
I thought the way to approach this would be, first, to tell about the

need for child-care centers and other kinds of day care in New Jersey.
There are approximately 970,000 children in the State of New Jersey

who are under 14 who have working mothers who are on the AFDC
roles. So that the total potential demand for service is nearly a million
kids.
There are nearly 70,000 licensed center slots in the State, of which

26,005 are privately funded. So that, between the Head Start program
which has 10,000 slots and the publicly funded programs in the divi-
sion that I represent, there are 43,000 publicly funded slots in the
State. That sounds terrific to us and it has grown rapidly in the past
few years, but the unmet need is still 900,000 children, many of whom
just have no prospect of getting licensed child care.
Without the help of this bill or other Federal aid, there just won't

be an expansion of these services in the State of New Jersey.
I thought I would also spend a moment telling you how we think it

works.
I don't want to go into the child developmental aspects of day care

which I think are amply documented by other folks.
We also look at the opportunity that child care provides for parents

to work and to solve other family problems.
We did a survey and found that 68 percent of the parents of our

preschool kids in day care were either working, in education, or train-
ing for employment. Of the remaining 32 percent, most have serious
family problems, alcoholism, child abuse, retardation, and other prob-
lems which make day care a very, very important and integral part of
our social services functions in the State.
So that we view day care not only as a developmental experience

but as an opportunity for parents to do other things.
We think that as a result of this program some 12,700 parents are

able to work who wouldn't have been able to without publicly funded
day care in New Jersey. There are 5,540 jobs for people who probably
wouldn't have those jobs. These are mostly paraprofessional child-care
workers.
The combined income generated by letting people work in the State

of New Jersey is close to $90 million.
In addition, we figure we avoid close to $20 million in welfare pay-

ments that would be made to these parents without the support of day.
care.
So, we think it works. It works not only in terms of child develop-

ment but it works economically and it works in terms of the dignity
of parents who have an alternative to staying in the house receiving
welfare in order to take care of their children.
The issue of sponsorship seems to be an important one with respect

to the bill. I thought the best way to approach that for our State is to
tell you what the State is doing since the 33,000 publicly funded slots
in the State of New Jersey are run mostly by contract with community
groups but through our State bureau of day care services.

(
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There were no publicly funded slots other than some Head Start

slots in 1971. Since that time, we have grown to 33,000 slots.
When Governor Byrne and Commissioner Klein came into office in

January 1974, we found that we were spending roughly half of our
social service allocations under titles IV and VI of the Social Security
Act and they found and we all agreed that that was outrageous. Since
then we have expanded our title IV program so that by fiscal year
1977 we will be spending our complete allocation of $88 million.
Day care has received the lion's share in the expenditures of titles

IV and VI money. From 1974 to 1975, we went up by $13 million. So
that our program now is $NT million for 33,000 children.
This has been accomplished in partnership with communities and

local governments. The State of New Jersey puts in just a little more
than half the money that is used to match title IV and WIN funding
so that the numbers are $4.3 million State dollars are added to slightly
over $3 million private and local governmental funds to draw down
the title IV and WIN moneys.
Our program just would be about half the size it is if we weren't

working closely with community groups already.
We have 225 contracts with community organizations. These are

nonprofit, independent, community-run corporations in the State of
New Jersey. Most of them have parents on the board and other com-
munity members. Most of these folks came to the State 3 or 4 years
ago and said, we want day care and we are going to go out and get the
dough, so that you will pass through the Federal dollars to us.
So, I can't emphasize more that in the State of New Jersey com-

munity involvement in day care is significant.
I might point out that last year community pressure helped us get

$11/2 million from the State legislature for expansion of the program.
So, community involvement goes beyond getting local dollars. It has
also helped us on the State level.
What else are we doing in New Jersey?
We have launched a major child abuse treatment program. I am

convinced that we are the only State in the country that plans to put
the parents of 5,500 children into treatment for problems of abusive
and neglectful behavior in 1976. We have a major E.P.S.D.T. program
to reach out to 150,000 or so children we believe are not screened and
whose medical problems have not been uncovered and treated.
A good portion of this outreach, goes through our community day

care programs.
We have been developing for 2 years and will shortly put before

the State legislature, new licensing standards which, by statute, will
establish a committee of parents and other local people to sit with the
State in comprehensive day care planning.
We are anticipating starting a 1,000 child family day care satellite

program so that existing family day care programs which typically
do not have the support and the professional capability just because
of simple cost factors that centers do will be able to affiliate with child-
care centers and will be able to take advantage economically and sub-
stantively of the professionalism in those centers.

It is my view that day care systems are really the only way that we
can proceed.
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So, I think we are moving now; we are moving with State sponsor-
ship; we have community involvement and, in our view, to change, to
make comprehensive, statewide planning more fragmented would be
very, very hard on the day care program in the State of New Jersey.
In addition, there are all kinds of problems with duplication. What

about coordinating with title XX? There are a number of features of
the law which we have documented in testimony about conflict with
title XX, the eligibility standards range from Head Start, around
$4,300 for a family of four, all the way up to title XX which will be
in New Jersey $12,012.
There will be additional bureaucratic problems. So, how do we plan

and monitor, get fiscal accountability and program accountability, in
the State of New Jersey anyway, if we are not the prime sponsor of
the program?
I submit to you—not that every State is doing it; I don't know—I

submit to you in New Jersey we are and we want the opportunity any-
way to qualify as the prime sponsor under the program.

Finally, I would just say that while what we mostly need, I guess, is
money and the bureaucracy can perhaps sort itself out, the $14 million
we think we will get if this bill passes as drafted will almost be chewed
up entirely by cuts in other Federal programs supporting early child-
hood programs. They are the food cuts, maternal and child cuts, the
President's proposal to reduce social service matching from 75 percent
to 65 percent which will cost us in the State of New Jersey $14 million
more right there.
The WIN program, at least the child-care component of the WIN

program, is in very, very serious trouble.
I was handed this morning a continuing resolution which will at

least enable us to make up close to the $4 million deficit we have in 1975
as a result of Federal allocations in 1975. The prospects for 1976 are
unknown at this time, at least unknown to us.
So, I have to conclude that God knows money is needed, and des-

perately needed, if we are going to have universal child care below the
age of 6.
I think in the State of New Jersey we are proving to everyone we are

doing the job through the State bureaucracy and I think we can dem-
onstrate the need for more money beyond any of the amounts in the
bill as presently drafted.
Thank you.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Kagen and other information sup-

plied follow:]
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I am particularly pleased that the Congress is considering this long

needed legislation - The Child and Family Services Act of 1975. The State

of New Jersey looks forward to new federal funding committments, the

recognition of the breadth of needs for children and their families, the

emphasis on program coordination and the creation of new national program

standards. The time is long over due for the Congress to again consider

the creation of a broad system of child day care centers so that our children

will be guaranteed adequate medical treatment, nutrition and care.

For these reasons I strongly endorse the basic intent of H.R. 2966, The

Child and Family Services Act as well as its companion bill, S. 626. It is

the type of legislation, that will provide states and localities the resources

and flexibility to expand vital child and family services. I am convinced

that it is in the best interest of all concerned to make sure the Child and

Family Services Act is free of any hinderance to excellent services to

children and superior administration of these services. There are several

critical organizational and financial issues which must be adequately dealt

with if all hinderances are to be overcome. The most important of these

are the inadequate levels of funding and the overlooked role of state

coordination and planning of day care services in light of its present role in

the new Title XX of the Social Security Act. It is in this light that I make

the following comments.
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The Need for Expanded Services in New Jersey 

The New Jersey State Department of Institutions and Agencies shares with

the Congress an urgent desire to expand and upgrade services to children and

families. In FY 1975 through close cooperation with local governments and

community organizations we will have expanded our day care operating budget to

$37.0 million, an increase of $13'million over FY 1974 providing 33,396 child

day care slots. By FY 1976, this capacity is expected to grow to 35,199

child slots, costing $39.0 million. Our service program directed at the

enormous incidence of child abuse and neglect will, during the coming fiscal

year build upon the comprehensive model of specialized family treatment

implemented this year in Union County for statewide application. This year

•we have developed a computerized tracking sub-system for identifying children

in need of early periodic screening diagnosis and treatment and in fiscal 1976

this will be one of our highest priorities. In fiscal 1975 we implemented a

new law designed to divert non-delinquent juvenile offenders from the

traditional corrections system. In fiscal 1976 our main thrust will be to

create additional residential facilities for seriously disturbed and incorrigible

children and to create day treatment programs for children who need treatment

but institutionalization is inappropriate. Yet these substantial new programs

will not be nearly enough to meet even the most basic needs of thousands of

families and children in New Jersey. New federal initiatives will be required

if we are to continue serving more working families, pre-school children, and

troubled families.

The growth of child development in New Jersey is illustrated by till increase

in child care centers. In 1966, there were 375 licensed child care facilities.

At present, there are over 1,000 centers serving nearly 65,000 children on a

pre-school and after school basis. These centers are the result of dedicated
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work by local groups and individuals, together with an increased acceptance of

the state's responsibility for providing adequate child care services. We

have benefited from a groundswell of local dollars into quality child development

programs. Yet the combined efforts of public and private agencies have not

been enough to meet even the most urgent demands for child care. In fact,

since New Jersey has reached its Social Service Ceiling under Title XX, there

will be almost no further expansion of day care without more federal dollars.

Day care is needed and is important to the people of New Jersey. Our

Division of Youth and Family Services recently conducted a study of day care

families to determine the status of adult members of these families. The

major findings of the study include:

--Of the 587 families sampled, 68.2% had all adult family members either

working, or in education or training for employment (a few were either

handicapped or incapacitated).

--Of the remaining 31.8% in the total sample, a majority had a problem

situation in the home such as alcoholism, mental retardation, child abuse

and neglect; epilipsy, mental illness, physical illness or major family

conflict:

--Of the 326 single parent families (55.5% of the total), only 20.2% were

headed by an adult who was networking, in education or training, handicapped

or incapacitated; a majority of these had a problem situation.

--Of the 204 two parent families (34.8% of the total), only 38.7% had any

adult who was not working, in education or training, handicapped or

inacpacitated; a majority of these had major personal or family problems.

The above figures alone demonstrate the importance of the program and justify

the expansion and consolidation of services to children and the family.

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 - 9
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The need for more child care programs, for all of our effort, is still

largely unmet. A recently completed day care needs assessment, based on an

analysis of census based indices, indicated an unmet need in New Jersey for

full or part time care of 891,175 children below the age of 14 who are

recipients of AFDC or have working mothers. Existing resources meet only

one-eighth of the need. Community surveys also document the unmet need for

services. Two surveys covering nine municipalities indicated a need for

17,123 child care slots, with this need growing by some 25% over the next

five years.

New Jersey must have additional federal assistance so that our State

can continue to provide more and better developmental child care services.

The Child and Family Services Act provides a sound framework for the expansion

of resources directed toward child development. Unfortunately, the amount of

money authorized leaves large gaps in building a comprehensive child care

system.

Child Abuse and Neglect 

Quality Child care is only one aspect of a comprehensive system of services

to families and children. We estimate that this year in New Jersey, 220 children

will die, over 25,000 children will be either physically abused or severely

neglected, and an additional 32,585 children will be deprived of parental care

because of illness, death, desertion, retardation and family breakdown. We are

all too familiar with the horrors of battered children, and have learned that

only an integrated system of social services available to both children and

families can prevent this type of abuse. Child care programs must go beyond the

limited custodial orientation and deal with the questions raised by the work

being done on child neglect ad abuse.
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The use of parent-child development programs located in day care centers would

be an important tool in attacking the problem of child abuse and neglect.. Institutional

or foster placement of abused children could be reduced in favor of day treatment if

the availability of quality day care centers were expanded. It is estimated that

under optional treatment strategies, which include parent education, medical

screening and related social services, 90% of abused children would not require

out of home placement.

. The Economic Implication of Child Care 

Besides filling the needs of children and their families, day care programs

contribute to the economic health of our state and nation. While I do not

believe we need to justify social, humanitarian programs by reference to

concomitant by-products, the service provided through child care programs does

have Important economic consequences. In New Jersey we have found that day

care:

--Frees Participant  Families to Seek Other Emnloyment. By providing quality

day care for children during working hours, a total of at least 12,680 mothers

in both the supervised community day care programs and Department operated

programs are enabled to find employment. At an average annual salary of

$5,200 per year, a total of $65.9 million in income for previously unemployed

or under-employed families is generated. In addition, associated social and

economic benefits are derived including increased family stability, payment

of taxes and multiplier effect of wages being spent in New Jersey.

--Provides Jobs for at Least 5,540 Women or Other Parenting Persons. The purpose

of creating a quality system of day care is not and should not, be to create

employment. However, significant numbers of jobs are created by the expansion

of day care centers, family day care and even day care in the child's own home.

The jobs created include teachers, teacher's aides, trainees, and technicians.
•

Family and in-home child care require pars-professional child caretakers as
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well. The Department has estimated that by providing day care services to

33.396 children in FY'76., a total of approximately 5,540 jobs will be

supported through federal, state and local funds. The taxable income

generated is estimated to be about $22.8 million.

--Reduces the Cost of the State of its Public Assistance Program. Of the

total of 26,717 families receiving day care services, approximately 15,783 are

currently receiving public assistance. Of the total of 18,220 job opportunities

Made possible by the probram, some 10,764 AFDC families will be employed. As

the result $19.4 million less in welfare payments will be required. Since

the federal government contributes 5% of the AFDC program cost, approximately

$9.7 million in net federal funds are saved.

In creating a total of 18,220 job opportunities, generating an aggregate taxable

income of $88.7 million to previously unemployed or under-employed families, and

yielding a net State and federal saving the program of day care services

represents a most economical and desirable program of public employment and

quality child care services.
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General Comments 

Important Positive Aspects of the Bills 

I find merit in many aspects of the new federal role as stated in the

Child and Family Services Act. I am particularly pleased with many things

about this bill.

1. The recognition in Sec. 102 of the Act of the importance of a wide range ,

of supportive services such as medical care, nutrition programs,

diagnostic screening, parent education, special services for handicapped

children indicates a much needed comprehensive approach to services

for children.

2. The emphasis on fostering local planning and program operation is in

line with our agency's present goals for social services. Local planning

if developed in the context of overall state and national planning will

be supportive of the needed development of local initiatives and

committments. The central interest of the bill in consolidating federal

programs in this area is in itself reason enough to give our support.

3. Section 105 of the bill also affirms the committment to the protection

of the rights and responsibilities of parents in the provision of day

care and family services. The required involvement of parents at all

levels of the program operation will encourage the maintenance of quality

efforts, especially in the area of day care. It cannot be said that

the result of this legislation will in any way dead to the destructiOn of

the American family. Rather, this legislation provides needed support

to the fractured relationships that have been an expanding part of our

modern industrial society.

4. We, in New Jersey, are in the process of developing vigorous new

licensing standards for child related programs. The creation in

Title II of the Child and Family Services Act of new national program

standards together with the authorization of funding for training,
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licensing and facilities construction will help us greatly in

implementing our standards. The problem arises however that the

standards as outlined in this Act are not the same as those in Title XX.

,I feel that the two should be made consistent and coherent.

5. As New Jersey's capability to meet the increasing demand for services is 
-

outpaced by the economic recession I support the intent of the legislation

to encourage the use of both public and private in-kind contributions

for Federal Financial Participation.

Because of the generally positive intent of the Child and Family Services Act

and for the several reasons which I have noted I endorse this legislation.

However, I do have important differences with specific aspects of the bill wh
ich

I would like to share with you in hope that some modifications in the provisions

will be seriously considered by this Committee.

Need for Greater State Involvement and Federal Financial Resources. 

A truly effective child and family services program indeed must include the

active involvement of parents and professionals, public and private non-profit

agencies, and all levels of government. An effective law must work towards the

rationalization of the many disparate and overlapping programs of child care

and services. The Women's Bureau of the U.S. Department of Labor has listed

at least 60 federal programs which contribute just to the funding of early

childhood and day care efforts throughout the nation. This Committee, above

all, should consider the means by which a firm system of administrative

planning and oversight for all services to children and families can be implemente
d.

I am concerned that, for all of its laudable movement towards consolidation

of programmatic conflicts at the national level, this piece of legislation has

negYected to provide for greater coordination at the state level. New Jersey

will expend $26 million of Title XX funds for child care in FY'76. As pr2viously
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mentioned we have increased our State effort in this area significantly. We

have developed new day care standards. We have initiated a planning process so

that day care service funds are distrubuted equitably to those areas,

communities, towns and cities who are in greatest need. We provide technical

support to local programs. I feel strongly that the state must be given a

greater role in the distribution of the new funds authorized by the Child and

Family Services Act.

To do otherwise would create two large and administratively separate

programs of day care delivery. Now could we effecitvely implement our plans

for the use of Title XX funds when we would have little or no participation

in the distribution of Child and Family Services monies? How could we

develop cooperative and supportive systems of broad state programs in health,'

nutrition and education if the state agency which oversees day care programs

is relegated to the level of a local prime sponsor for the purposes of this

Bill? These are serious issues with which the Committee must deal if we are

all seeking the best possible method of child services, delivery.

.It is important that we do more to coordinate services at the national,

state and local levels. We cannot look with pride on the quality of day care

provided to our children. Not too long ago a nationwide study by the National

Council of Jewish Women found that only 10.9% of the Head Start centers, 8.3% of

the public day care programs, 8.8% of the private non-profit day care centers

and 1% of the profit making centers were ranked as superior in quality of

programs. On the other hand, 56.5% of the Head Start programs were rated as
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fair to poor, as were 60.5% of the public centers, 57.4% of the private non-

profit centers and an even worse 84.5% of the proprietary centers. Clearly

we owe more than this to the children of our nation.

Better technical and supportive services must be provided to day care

centers, better educational training must be found for day care personnel,

better planning of programs and facilities is needed, and greater coordination

of all the related supportive and administrative services must be accomplished

if we are to improve our nations dismal record in this area.

It is my firm opinion that this cannot be accomplished without a strong 

state involvement.

If this legislation is to have a significant and continued impact on day

care needs the authorization levels simply must be raised to more realistic

levels. Our Division of Youth and Family Services estimates that New Jersey

Would be entitled to about $14 million in FY'76 under the authorization levels

defined in the Child and Family Services Act. This increase in funds would

help us. But $14 million is not nearly enough. Even though it would increase

the total funds used for day care in New Jersey by about 38%, if distributed

evenly to those needing day care services, it would come to about $16 per child

per year.

The amount of funding available to day care must be expanded significantly.

•
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Specific Comments 

Points In Need of Further Consideration on H.R. 2966 and S. 625

I believe the following aspects of the Child and Family Services Act are

seriously deficient and require further consideration:

1. I would like to reiterate that under existing federal programs, especially

Title XX of the Social Security Act, state government plays an integral ,

role in coordinating service delivery, identifying service needs and

goals, and enforcing program standards. The Act, as presently

Constructed, would sharply curtail that role, requiring an additional

set of administrative procedures for local sponsors. I feel that this is

unwise. To prevent duplication and gaps in services and to encourage

overall statewide coordination I recommend that states be granted broad

authority to plan and coordinate child and family services. To do

otherwise would not be congruent with the intent of the legislation,

which is to increase the quality and accountability of day care programs

at all levels. It is in this area that I feel the present legislation

needs important modification.

2. Section 506 discusses the relationship of the Act with Title TV-A of the

Social Security Act, soon to become Title XX, but does not clearly

establish the inter-relationship of the two for programs. For example,

Section 506(b) of the Act states that child care services furnished

through Title IV-A and IV-B of the Social Security Act "...shall be day

care services made available under Title I of this... (The Child and

Family Services) Act." It is unclear whether the intent of this

language is to specify:

a. That uniform prog/am standards will be applied to day care services -

under both Federal programs; or
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b. That federal financial participation for day care services, currently

available under Titles XX and IV-B will be restricted to the Child

and Family Services Act. In that event the financing of existing

programs, which by far exhaust the resources of the proposed act,

will be in jeopardy. A clear specification of the relationship of

these two laws is needed.

3. A special aspect of the problems noted above concerns the eligibility

criteria defined by the bill. While I feel that a goal of universal

day care must be pursued, I do not anticipate adequate funding to make

this a reality. If this goal cannot be reached I would hope that we

will accept a second goal, and that is to provide these services to

those who need it most, who would benefit from it the most. The

Title XX approach, which links eligibility levels to median family

income appears to be the most reasonable solution to a fair means

test. Eligibility should be determined by a sliding scale rather

than absolute cutoffs.

There have been many proposed eligibility criteria offered in past

legislation. These range from universal eligibility to those

standards found in Title XX or Head Start.

In Title XX families eligible for free services are either those which

fall below 100% of the national median income (for family of four

$12,051) or 80% of the state median income (for family of four in

New Jersey $12,179), whichever is lower. The secretary of HEW can
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set fees below the 80% state median. States can also provide

services to families below 115% established (for a family of four

$17,415) of the State median income but only if a sliding fee scale

,is developed.

Head Start requires ninety percent of the children in each center to

come from families whose income is below the federal poverty guidelines

established by 0E0. The poverty guideline in 1974 for a family of

four after taxes was $4,370. The remaining 10% children can come from

families with higher incomes. A sliding fee scale was developed

but has not been enforced for the 10% above the poverty line.

Clearly this Committee must attempt to make child care eligibility

requirements both fair and consistent among the many programs in

order that incongruent income tests be minimized. This is not the

case with the legislation under consideration. The Child and Family

Services Act, and the Title XX of the Social Security Act have different

financial eligibility requirements. If H.R. 2966/5. 626 is enacted, a

family might have to provide financial eligibility two times to two

different agencies to receive the needed range of services. For example,

under the BLS eligibility standard a family of four with an income

below $8,118 would be eligible while under the proposed Title XX

standard a family of four with an income below $12,051 without
 a

fee, or $17,874 with a fee would be eligible. This is no way to

promote coordination or administrative simplicity.
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4. Recognizing the great need we have in New Jersey for children's

and family services I again question the adequacy of the funding

authorizations. New Jersey will receive about $14 million in federal

funds in 1976 under the Act. While these funds would provide

substantial new resources, we estimate that they would meet less than

5% of New Jersey's potential child care need. These funds would

only meet about three quarters of the identified need for nine of

New Jersey's municipalities which were recently surveyed. New Jersey

has 567 municipalities. The inadequacy of this funding is obvious.
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In addition to the above comments there are also other aspects of the

legislation which are unclear to me, which I feel require further analy
sis

or revision, or possibly deletion. I list these less important issues for

consideration by the Committee.

1. See. 3(a) provides $150 million in the first year and $200 million

in the second year to be set aside for training, technical assistance

and planning. I would suggest that some states have progressed more

than others in the development of day care services and that these

states be allowed the option of using these moneys as presently

stated in the bill, or using the money for program operation.

2. Section 4 of the Act provides that funds be appropriated annually

with appropriations being made the fiscal year preceeding the fi
scal

year for which the funds will be available for obligation. We believe

it would be useful to consider advance funding for two or three

years with close annual review of those funds. Tnis would facilitate

advance planning by prime sponsors.

3. While we applaud the range of services eligible for fundin
g, we believe

that a number of important services have not been enumerated 
in the

present legislation. We believe child advocacy, comprehensive

emergency services such as drop-in day care and emergency she
lter care,

and transportation programs should be eligible for funding u
nder the

Act. I suggest that "protective services" be added to the list
 of

services provided under Section 102(b) Of thin Act.

4. H.R. 2966/S. 626 in its findings and purpose' as
serts the importance

of providing services to families at all income le
vels. To implement

this goal we believe H.R. 2966 should provide, as its
 companion S. 626

does, for a sliding '4.e scale for those families who 
do not qualify

under the financial eligibility criteria.
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5, Section 103 of H.R. 2966/S. 626 discusses the formula for allocation

of funds. We are concerned that adequate data does not exist to

generate reliable estimates given the variables in the allocation

formula.

6. H.R. 2966 Sec. 103(a)(2) identifies section 3c in discussing formulas

for state allocation but there is no section 3c in the legislation.

7. Section 103A of the Act calls for periodic reapportionment of funds

if states do not use their yearly allotment. It is not clear if the

reapportionment of funds alters the permanent allotment to a state

or simply reallocates funds for a single year.

9. Section 111(b) commits the Federal financial participation to 100%,

90%, 80% for the first three years of operation and 80% FFP thereafter.

I believe that local matching funds could be more easily found and

more communities involved in the transfer of services to this program

if the matching ratios were 90-90-90. The continuing end of the year

crisis found in most local day care programs would be avoided. This

would provide the basis for better local and state planning and

program development.

9, New Jersey, has in the past, experienced difficulty under Title TV-A

regulations in securing permission to use public in-kind contributions

as a part of the local match. We read Section 111(c) of the Act to

allow the use of public and private in-kind contributions, but believe

a clarifying statement asserting this principle is needed in the

legislation.
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Is there any limitation on in-kind costs other than fees for services?

Does it refer to value of buildings or salaries? What kind of cost

accounting system is forseen? I do not want to belabor the point,

hut you are all well aware of the problem of defining what are in

fact in-kind contributions. We would allow for the widest possible

definition of this term. ,

10. I believe reports cited in Sections 203 and 205B of the Act should

be available to the public.

11. Under Title V, Section 501(7) it is unclear whether "programs", as

defined, could also be funded in clinics. Again the legislation

should specifically allow for the widest possible definition of

"child care facilities".
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#tate of Xrot Xprorg
DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTIONS AND AGENCIES

DIVISION OF YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES
James G. Kagen

Director

July 10, 1975

Honorable Walter Mondale
U. S. Senate
Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Mondale:

One South Montgomery Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify in
support of H.R. 2966 and S626, the Child Family Services Act of
1975. Although the funding is limited, the Act could be the basis
for a system of tangible child and family services delivered through
responsive local community programs. Your concern and persistence
in the development of legislation affecting the welfare of children
and families is terrific and greatly appreciated in New Jersey.

We strongly support the legislation, but would like to summarize
the parts of my testimony concerning the few deficiencies we perceiveas serious:

I. The Role of the States in the Child and Family Service 
Delivery System 

While S626 (HR2966) provides funds for state participation in
needs assessment, goal identification, and program coordination, it
does not identify the states as either administrators or providers inthe proposed service delivery system. Specifically, the administrativeformat outlined in the bill de-emphasizes the use of existing state
structures and calls for the creation of a new federal-local pairing--the Office of Child and Family Services and local prime sponsors.
States may be approved as sponsors only if other groups do not submitapplications or fail to meet application requirements.

For New Jersey, the effect of the designation of states as
"sponsors of last resort" represents a significant waste of expertiseand resources and will impede the timely implementation of this impor-tant legislation. In our state the public social service structure--the Division of Youth and Family Services--currently operates a daycare program that is characterized by:
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1. High Service Capacity - New Jersey's Division of
Youth and Family Services ranks as the primary sponsor
of child day care services in the state, serving some
33,400 children through division-operated and community
based programs during Fiscal Year 1975. Its child care
capacity, limited by the state's Title XX funding allo-
cation, will grow to some 35,200 children in Fiscal
Year 1976 at a total program cost of $39 million.

2. High Community Involvement - 250 of the 270 child
care centers sponsored by the State are community-based
and-operated facilities, under direct contract with the
Division. Three million dollars, or 43%, of the $7 million
non-Federal share of program costs are financed through
community contributions.

3. High Program Accountability - The Divison's con-
tractual relationship with local providers fosters a
high level of state and local program control by
specifying clearly the performance objectives of the
program which must satisfy the needs of the consumer
population.

4. Low Administrative Costs - The state has adminis-
tered this contracted purchase of service sector in-
cluding technical assistance and training to local
providers, and contracting for and monitoring of these
programs at a cost of only 3% of total program expendi-
tures.

5. Well-developed Supportive Services - The State
physically inspects some 1,000 publicly-supported and
private child care centers, monitors program operations,
provides technical assistance and training and plans
for the allocation of public day care funding. The
centers themselves determine and control their programs
with a high degree of community and parent involvement.
This system avoids multiple levels of bureaucracy en-
courages diversity and parent choice while insuring
adherence to reasonable standards.

In view of these considerations, we feel that the administrative
structure proposed by S626 would result in two large and adminis-
tratively separate child care delivery systems that would serve to:

1. waste scarce resources by duplicating existing administrative 
capacities;

2. instill a competition between the Child and Family Service 
Act and Title XX as funding sources for local child care 
programs; and 

3. delay the translation of Child and Family Service funding 
into tangible, direct child care services. 

It is our feeling that states with well developed day care and child
and family service programs should be fully integrated into the pro-
posed program. This could be accomplished by incorporating two

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 - 10
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amending provisions to the proposed statute:

1. permitting states to compete on an equal basis with local,

private, and public applicants for prime sponsorship in each

respective region; and

2. permitting the designation of states as statewide prime

sponsors only if the states meet or exceed the following four

child and family welfare service performance criteria:

a. 60% of the center based day care capacity within the

state is sponsored and supervised by the state; and,

b. state appropriations for day care services prior to

the implementation of this Act must account for at least

50% of the non-federal share of aggregate federally funded

program costs; and,

c. 75% of the total publicly funded day care programs re-

ceiving federal financial participation must be operated by

local community organizations; and,

d. administrative costs defined as overall planning, pro-

gram monitoring, fiscal audit, enforcement of minimum

standards, evaluation, staff training, consultation and

technical assistance cannot exceed 6% of total operational

costs.

We feel strongly that any legislation that does not permit states to

compete on an equal basis runs counter to the intent of the proposed

Act which is the timely and efficient expansion and development of

child and family services.

The State of New Jersey would be delighted to compete on an equal

basis with any public or private local applicant. States should not,

however, be permitted to administer programs envisioned in this Act

on a statewide basis unless they are capable of levels of program

performance with demonstrated community involvement well beyond those

reasonably expected of local applicants. We feel that many states

such as New Jersey have committed considerable resources and energies

to achieve superior levels of performance and would be able to meet

the more stringent performance criteria for statewide sponsorship

outlined above. To limit the state's role in the implementation of

the Act will only result in a waste of valuable resources and talent.

II. Eligibility for Child and Family Services 

As noted in the discussion above, New Jersey, as well as other

states, are funding the bulk of their current family and child welfare

social service operations under Title XX of the Social Security Act.

In contract to S626 which keys service eligibility to the Bureau of

Labor Statistics' lower budget for a four person family, Title XX

prioritizes service delivery by focusing on state median income. More

precisely, eligibility for free Title XX social services is defined by

80% of a state's median income for a four person family. The follow-

ing table clarifies the relation of service eligibility levels under

the two programs:
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Table I: COMPARISON OF S626 and TITLE XX ELIGIBILITY

STANDARDS - NEW JERSEY 1

Annual Income: Annual Income
Family Size S626 Title XX

1 $3,030 $6,549

2 $5,038 $8,565

3 $6,916 $10,580

4 $8,538 $12,595

5 $10,075 $14,610

6 $11,783 $16,625

Under Title XX,
Income Eligibility
is Greater by: 

$3,475

$3,527

$3,664

$4,057

$4,535

$4,842

As can be seen, Title XX extends eligibility to families earning from
$3,475 to $4,842 more than families eligible under S626. While New
Jersey enjoys the highest median income in the Nation (as well as one
of the highest indices of living costs), similar disparities in
eligibility under the two programs exist in other states, as can be
noted from the following table:

Table II: COMPARISON OF S626 and TITLE XX INCOME

ELIGIBILITY FOR FAMILY OF FOUR:

SELECTED STATES 2

S626 Title XX Under Title XX
Income Income Income

Eligibility Eligibility Eligibility
State (Family of 4) (Family of 4) is Greater by: 

New Jersey $8,538 $12,595 $4,057

Indiana $8,184 $11,203 $3,019

Minnesota $8,269 $11,203 $3,019

California $8,380 $11,822 $3,442

New York $8,431 $11,411 $2,980

1 The Mondale Bill utilizes Bureau of Labor, Autumn, 1973 statistics
to determine the annual costs of a lower budget for a four-person
family. For the New Jersey statistics, the arithmetic average of
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania - New Jersey and New York - Northeastern
New Jersey were utilized.

2 Bureau of Labor, Autumn, 1973 statistics were again used for the
Mondale Bill standards of eligibility. For each state arithmetic
averages were computed from all listed state locations.
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The maintenance of a two-tiered system of S626/Title XX eligibility

for service will increase the costs and difficulty of program adminis-

tration and will exert disincentives for local providers to participate

in both programs. In addition, many children and their families eligi-

ble—roTT counseling, casework, and other directly provided social ser-

vices under Title XX (frequently for reasons of child protection) will

not be able to obtain much needed day care services through S626.

For these reasons, we feel strongly that eligibility levels in the

proposed legislation be adjusted to consistency with those specified

under Title XX.

III. Use of First Year Funds

The Act provides that fiscal 1975 funds be used solely for plan-

ning, training and technical assistance. Funds for program operation

would not be available until 1976. Like some other states, New Jersey

has already invested considerable effort into laying the groundwork

for a child and family service system. Our major need is for program

operation money. We recommend that first year dollars be available

for program operation, perhaps restricting these funds to program

expansion, after submitting an approvable state plan, documenting this

service infrastructure.

I hope our comments on the Child and Family Services Act were

helpful. We will forward to you within seven days statutory language

to effectuate our suggested modifications.

We would also like to take advantage of this opportunity to

thank you for your concern and sponsorship of legislation to help

meet the needs of families and children suffering from abuse

and neglect. Through that legislation, New Jersey has received

a number of grants for demonstration and research projects:

1. "A Model Protection Service System for Union County, N.J." -

$180,000. The Division in cooperation with other community

agencies, has set up a comprehensive protective service

system in Union County. This system includes special

investigation and supervision units; a coordinating

committee; a parent development center and community

resources such as professional treatment and counseling,

teaching homemakers, special day care, and emergency

material assistance. The network also has an outreach

program, an administrative support unit, and a planning,

research, and evaluation capacity. During the comi,ig

fiscal year, we will build upon this comprehensive model

for statewide application; twenty-six contracts with

voluntary agencies) and 140 new staff will help us reach

4,500 families with 6,200 children throughout the State.

2. "The Family Development Program" - $800,000.

Administered by Martland Hospital of the New Jersey College of

Medicine and Dentistry in Newark, the program will serve 120

families with a comprehensive, hospital based child abuse

treatment program.
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3. "A Protective Service Resource Institute" - $1,100,000.
This program jointly administered by this Division and the
Rutgers Medical School of the College of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey will provide comprehensive training
in protective services for 1,200 professional and para-
professional personnel. Program staff will also develop
and coordinate a public information campaign and provide
technical assistance to agencies and organizations in
establishing prevention and treatment programs in protective
services. I believe New Jersey will be the first state with
the largest such statewide training program for protective
services.

4. "Abuse and Neglect among Low Income Families; A Comparative 
Study of Adequate and Inadeuate Child Care" - $163,047.
This research project will investigate factors associated
with the occurence of abuse and neglect.

The legislation you sponsored has culmunated in concrete responses
to the problem of child maltreatment in New Jersey. We are, therefore,
very grateful to you. We look forward to working with you in the
future and will keep you posted on the progress of our protective ser-
vice programs.

Sincerely,

es G.

JGK:clm

cc: Ann Klein, Commissioner
Marilyn Berry
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Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Himelrick.

STATEMENT OF JOHN B. HIMELRICK, SR., DIRECTOR, WEST VIR-
GINIA INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERV-
ICES, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, CHARLESTON, W. VA., AND
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DIRECTORS OF
CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Mr. HIMELRICK. Chairman Brademas, Senator Mondale, members of
the subcommittee:
I am John Himelrick from West Virginia, the director of the West

Virginia Interagency Council for Child Development Services in the
Office of the Governor.
I am also president of the National Association of State Directors

of Child Development.
The credibility of my remarks stems largely from my experiences in

West Virginia and our own program and my work with other State
directors of child development.
Let me at the outset express my thanks to those of you who have

worked and persevered for a number of years in trying to get national
legislation for children. You have done a fantastic job against some
horrendous opposition, and I certainly appreciate it, and I know that
you have the appreciation and concern of a great number of the citi-
zens of this country.
My purpose is to offer some suggestions for your consideration which

generally reflect the views of those who are charged with the respon-
sibility of developing statewide delivery systems for children's serv-
ices. More specifically, I want to do three things:
I want to suggest to you what appears to me to be the elements of an

ideal delivery system.
I want to surface what again appears to me to be inhibiting factors

in reaching that ideal system and then make some positive suggestions
relating to how I feel that ideal system can be accomplished.
I would suggest to you that we all want quality in our delivery sys-

tems. As taxpayers, we certainly desire it and demand it.
It seems to me that, because we face the factor that resources are

limited in our country, we have faced it certainly in the last few years,
we want to do everything we can to eliminate costly overlapping and
duplication of services. We want efficiency in a quality system.

Certainly, the needs of children are multiple, and we want a com-
prehensive range of services provided for children from birth through
their youth. We would hope that it will be universal, that a delivery
system ought to have the quality of universality, that it ought to reach
all children regardless of where they are.

If, indeed, children are different and unique, then we need a flexible
system that will reach all of them. Certainly, we need to have a sys-
tem which has the quality of being continuous.
For too long we have raised the expectations of children and parents

with short-range, improperly funded programs that are" offered and
then taken away.
I would suggest to you that discontent, cynicism and mistrust of

Government has occurred as a result of the lack of continuity. I sus-
pect in many instances actual disruption of family life style and the

4
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developmental processes of children have resulted from offered and
retracted programs.
In other words, I am suggesting to you that the essential elements

of a delivery system for children should be the elements of quality,
efficiency, comprehensiveness, universality, flexibility and continuity.
The question then becomes: Why don't we have that kind of system?
I would again suggest that there are some inhibitors to obtaining a

quality system which seem to plague us consistently.
One of the first deterrents to a quality system is always money. I

know that there needs to be more money put into children's services.
We all know that. I need not lecture you on that fact.
I suspect if we were suddenly given today all the money we need,

most of the deterrents to the quality system which we seek would still
be with us.
I would like to move to some of those deterrents.
The first of these is the fragmentation of services among countless

Federal, State and local agencies. This fragmentation- of services
makes it very difficult for parents to find what they need even though
in some instances it exists.
To work one's way through the maze of agencies, groups and bu-

reaucracies is tough enough for the informed. It is next to impossible
for the family that is ill-informed and simply does not have the re-
sources to get through that maze.
Another deterrent, it seems to me, is that we have a singular kind

of service offered by many agencies rather than multiple services. We
have to go to one agency for this service, another agency for the next,
and another for the third service. The result is that many of them
offer singular services when indeed it seems to me that it is within
our power to develop a system that would encompass most, if not
all, services that children need.
Another deterrent to a quality system is that the services that we

have provided have been spotty rather than universal. By that, I simply
mean that we have had categorical programs which serve certain
children and exclude others on the basis of income, on the basis of
their location, geographically speaking, that sort of thing.

Certainly the lack of stability and continuity in programs which I
spoke to a moment ago is another deterrent to the quality system that
I believe we all seek.
This brings me to what we believe offers the best solution for over-

coming what I have called inhibiting factors to a quality system.
I would like now to move for just a moment to what I perceive

has been happening in the States in the last few years.
Since the original child development bill was vetoed, some 18 States

have established some form of State office for children, with State-
wide planning, development and coordination responsibilities.
Senator MONDALE. Could you submit for the record on behalf of

your association the names of those States, how those offices are struc-
tured, what kind of budgets they have, what kind of authority do they
have, so that we can get a picture of precisely what is happening in
the States? If you could, add to that other State-planned activities
that might be forthcoming.
Mr. HIMELRICK. I shall be happy to do that.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I would hope, Mr. Himelrick, that you would, in

addition, supply some hard information on how much money State
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aid has provided for the kinds of programs represented in this legis-
lation, going to some care to delineate the distinctions between kinder-
garten programs, on the one hand, and pre-school programs, on the
other.
Mr. IlimELRIcK. I will be happy to do so.
[The information referred to, and subsequently supplied for the

record, follows:]

4
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

Charleston, West Virginia

INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

CHAIRMAN

Arch A. Moore, Jr.
Governor

COUNCIL MEMBERS

Clamant R. Bataan
Commissioner

Employment Secunty

MIkkard M. Salomon, M.D.
Director

Mental Health

Dr. B.L. Coffindaffer
Director

Federal-State Relations

IllIchard L. Dail,
Commissioner
Tax Department

Director
Health

Thomas R. Tinder
Commissioner

Welfare

Dr. Daniel B. Taylor
State Superintendent

Of Schools

Refer Correspondence to:

September 4, 1975

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

Dear Mr. Mondale:

The attached information relating to child development activi-
ties currently underway in a number of states across the nation
is submitted for your information in response to the request
you made when I testified at the joint hearings on the Child
and Family Services Act on June 16, 1975.

I need not tell you how difficult it is to gather correct data
from states. I know that you and your congressional colleagues
are faced with this problem each day. I suffer from the additional
problems of a very limited staff and little prestige in asking
for information. The information I have put together will suffer
from these limitations, but it is accurate to the best of my
knowledge.

You will note that the information is grouped into three catagories
as follows:

1. Member states of the National Association of State
Directors of Child Development (NASDCD - 17)

2. States recently awarded 4-C grants (12)

3. States in the Appalachian area with Offices of Child
Development operating in the Appalachian portion of
the state (8)

This makes a total of 37 states that now have a functioning
state-wide Office of Child Development, a grant to plan and
establish such an office, or an Office of Child Development
functioning in a part of the state.

"AN INTERAGENCY APPROACH TO THE DELIVERY OF SERVICES TO YOUNG CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES"
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Office of the Governor INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
September 4, 1975
Page Two

I have limited knowledge of efforts underway in other states in these
directions, but my information is too sketchy to be of much use to you.

You will also note that I have included an excerpt from an ECS Report
No. 65, Early Childhood Programs: A State Survey 1974-75. This report
speaks to one part of your request which asked for information relating
to state expenditures for Kindergarten programs as opposed to Pre-school
programs. I trust it will also be helpful to you.

I hope this information will be of value to you in your deliberations
concerning the final form of the Child and Family Services Act. At
the risk of repeating myself, I would again suggest that while much of
the movement in the states is of recent vintage, it is significant. I
respectfully urge you to give every consideration to encouraging these
efforts by providing support through the Child and Family Services Act
for those states that have shown their good faith and capability to do
state-wide planning and coordination.

If I can be of additional service to you in any way, please give me
the opportunity to do so.

Sincerely

B. Himelrick, Sr., Director
eragency Council for Child
Development Services

JBHSr/mb

Enclosures

4
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STATES RECEIVING 4-C GRANTS

A decision was made in 1974 by the Assistant Secretary for Human
Development, HEW to reallocate the remaining funds of the Community
Coordinated Child Care Program (4-C) to the Regional Offices for use as
grants in the development of 4-C organizations. The Regional Offices were
given the responsibility for making the grants and for monitoring them.

One of the criteria to be used in the selection of potential grantees
reads as follows:

The potential applicant must have the endorsement
and support of the highest elected official of the
geographic area to be served by the project activities
including a commitment to continue the activity after
Federal funds no longer support the activity.

This criteria is indicative of the intent of the Assistant Secretary
to see these grants utilized to enhance the states capacity to deliver
coordinated services to children.

The purpose of the grants were further delineated in the following
specific objectives.

(1) Create a state-level or other jurisdictional area 4-C
(or any reasonable modification) for assessing, planning,
coordinating, developing and stimulating children's services
in the State.

(2) Establish the capacity of a State or local area-wide basis
for assessing the needs of child and program planning and
coordination.

(3) Develop the capacity to assist in the development of a State
or local plan for services to children and families.

(4) Evaluate existing and Proposed child care planning efforts
in relation to the State or local plans and priorities.

(5) Identify supportive services which can be linked with child
care services in order to provide comprehensive, Quality
care.

(6) Define alternative delivery patterns for meeting indicated
service needs.

(7) Assist in the development of systems to upgrade the quality
of existing child care services.

(8) Assist in the development of recommended administrative and
statutory changes for reforms in the total field of services
to children, including developmental services.

A=P
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(9) In the interest of advocacy, provide a public forum for the
discussion of child care programs and issues.

From the above listed objectives it can be seen that the states receiving
the grants are committed to utilizing the grants to develop within each state
or area-wide location planning, coordinating and evaluating mechanisms for
children's services.

Thus, an additional 12 states now have a modest federal grant for laying
the ground work for the establishment of an Office of Child Development.

The states, contact person and grant amount are listed below.

Region I 

Applicant Agency: Department of Children and Youth Services
Address: 345 Main Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06115
Phone: (203) 566-3536
Contact Person: Francis H. Maloney
Amount of Funding: $40,000

Rhode Island Office of Policy and Program
222 State House
Providence, Rhode Island 02903
(401) 277-2071
B.G. Donohue, Jr.
$10,000

Region II 

New York State Association of Child Care Councils
240 Clinton Street
Hempstead, New York 11550
(516) 538-1362
Eleanor H. Kirk $40,000

Region III 

Department of Health and Social Services
Division/Services to Children and Youth
Delaware State Hospital
New Castle, Delaware 19720
(302) 421-6705
Earl McGinnes
$37,505



1323

-3-

Region IV 

Office for Children
Albemarle Building, 325 N. Salisbury Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611
(919) 829-4534
David T. Flaherty
$65,000

Region V 

Indiana Youth Council
1019 State Office Building
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
(317) 633-5749
Carol Dollens
$60,000

Region VI 

New Mexico Committee on Children and Youth
604 Mountain Road, N.E.
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102
(505) 842-3049
Arturo Armijo
$50,000

Region VII 

Office for Planning and Programming
523 East 12th Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50319
(515) 281-5888
Robert F. Lyson
$35,000

Region VIII 

Division of Human Development, Department of Social Services
State Capitol
Pierre, South Dakota 57501
(605) 224-3165
Orval Westby
$55,000
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Region IX 

California Child Care Coordinating Council
1855 Folsom Street
San Francisco, California 94101
(415) 549-3820
Ruth W. Massinga
$55,000

Region X 

League of Women Voters of Oregon
495 State Street - Suite 212
Salem, Oregon 97301
(503) 636-2283
Muriel Goldman
$55,000

IMPD 

Dakota Committee Coordinating Early Childhood Education, Inc.
327 Broadway Street - P.O. Box 78
Yankton, South Dakota 57078
(605) 655-6125
Willard Yellow Bird
$35,000
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APPALACHIAN STATES WITH
OFFICES OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT

OPERATING IN APPALACHIAN PORTION OF STATE

In addition to the five Appalachian states which are listed as members of
the National Association of State Directors of Child Development (West
Virginia, Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Mississippi), the
remaining eight (8) states have offices which are responsible for coordin-
ating and administering ARC funded programs operating in the Appalachian
area of the state. These states (and a contact person in each state) are
listed below.

ALABAMA
Mrs. Audrey Henders
Appalachian Development Office
State Office Building
Montgomery, AL 36104
(205) 269-7171, Ext. 41 or 42

GEORGIA
Ms. Nancy Edwards
Project Director
Appalachian Child Development
Projects

State Dept. of Human Resources
618 Ponce de Leon Ave., N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30308
(404) 894-5684

KENTUCKY
Mr. Rod Hartzler
Kentucky Youth Research Center
P.O. Box 713
Frankfort, KY 40601
(502) 695-4320

MARYLAND
Mr. Frank Sullivan/Mr. Harold
Perkins

Child Development Administrator
Room 600
State Dept. of Employment and

Social Services
1100 North Eutaw Street
Baltimore, MD 21201
(301) 383-5615

NEW YORK
Ms. Sharon Railley
New York State Appalachian Child
Development Project

New York State Dept. of Social Services
1450 Western Avenue, Room 3-D
Albany, NY 12203
(518) 457-7056

OHIO
Ms. Linda Sohner
ARC Child Development Project
Department of Economic and Community

Development
State Office of Power - 24th Floor
Columbus, OH 43215
(614) 466-6300

PENNSYLVANIA
Mr. Bill Cardiff
700 State Street Building
3rd and State Streets
Harrisburg, PA 17101
(717) 787-3447

VIRGINIA
Mr. John Daniels
Virginia Child Development Program
P.O. Box 1066
Wise, VA 24293
(703) 328-8829

0.
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While I was not able to collect accurate information on the funding in
each of these states, it can be said that state spending for children's
programs are increasing each year as a result of automatic reduction of
ARC funds over the five year funding cycle. In addition to state matching
funds, many, if not all, of the Appalachian states are receiving sizeable
reimbursements through Title IV-A of the Social Security Act at a 3 to 1
ratio for ARC dollars spent on eligible services.

In my opinion, the offices established in these states and now functioning
only in the Appalachian portion of the state can move very rapidly to
expand their operation to the total area of the state, given the resources
to do so.
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Early Childhood Programs:

A State Survey 1974-1975

ECS Report No. 65
EC Report No. 11

Compiled by
The Early Childhood Project

4

Education Commission of the States
Denver, Colorado

Wendell H. Pierce, Executive Director

April 1975

Additional copies of this report may be obtained for $1.00
from the Education Commission of the States, 300 Lincoln Tower

1860 Lincoln Street, Denver, Colorado 80203, (303) 893-5200
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Mr. HIMELRICK. Some 20 other States, as I was suggesting, are mov-
ing with varying degrees of success in this, some with the support of
Federal grants, and others simply moving on their own.
A number of efforts or elements have been supportive of this move

on the part of the States.
The Education Commission of the States' task force on early child-

hood has been very supportive. It has furnished a great deal of infor-
mation. As a matter of fact, most of the information you have just
now called for they have in some form and we will be happy to
supply that to you.
They provide leadership, support and technical assistance to the

States in doing this.
The Appalachian Regional Commission has been instrumental in

providing the leadership and funding efforts to enable the 13 States
or parts of States which comprise the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission to move in the direction of establishing, either State-wide or
at least over part of the State which falls in Appalachia, programs
of a comprehensive nature with some sort of interagency approach
to that.
Some States have moved on their own, and the Office of Child

Development has recognized this and has recently made a number of
grants to encourage States in their efforts to build capacity to deliver
children's services.
The Office of Child Development now has a contract with Kirschner

Associates to determine the capacity of States and, hopefully, that
study will give us some more hard information on what the States are
actually able to do in relation to developing capacity for delivering
children's services.
Put very simply, I am suggesting to you that since the original child

development bill was vetoed in 1971, a large number of States have
developed rather sophisticated delivery systems for children's services.
If, indeed, my thesis is true, it would be a mistake to pass legislation
which fails to recognize this increased capacity at the State level. By-
passing the State and ignoring the system they now have for planning,
developing and operating programs for children and families in a
coordinated, efficient and effective way is, in my opinion, a mistake.
I would conclude the statement with three suggestions:
First, the inhibitors to an ideal delivery system, that is, fragmented,

narrow, spotty and undependable services, can best be overcome by a
State-wide delivery system undergirded by legislation which can pro-
vide coordinated, comprehensive, continuing services to all children
and their families who need them.
Second, I believe it is possible for the Secretary to identify those

States which now have such capacity. It would certainly be easier to
do this than to make a judgment between two competing local prime
sponsors.

Finally, I feel that the appropriate sections of the Child and Family
Services Act should be written in such a way to be sure that the increas-
ing capacity of the States to design effective delivery systems be
recognized and utilized. Those States that now have fully developed
systems should immediately be recognized as prime sponsors and
charged with the task of implementing the Child and Family Services
Act upon passage.
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States can provide the overall planning and coordination necessary
to avoid duplication of services among State agencies, provide com-
prehensive services aimed at the total needs of children, plan for the
needs of all rather than some children and increase State participation
to develop stability and dependability in providing services.
At the same time, the essential features which this bill contains,

local options, parental involvement, strengthening the role of the fam-
ily, and a broad range of services, all these can be preserved and
encouraged.
No program option, no private or public group or agency is auto-

matically excluded when States are designated as prime sponsors. If,
however, local groups are designated as prime sponsors, the all-
important element of statewide planning and coordination is sorely
crippled, if not totally destroyed. I do not believe we can afford to lose
that highly desirable capacity.
In those States where there is an emerging delivery system, the bill

should provide for technical assistance and support to improve or
complete the system. Only in those States where a delivery system
does not exist and there is no attempt on the part of the State to
develop one should a move be made to local prime sponsors.
In closing, I thank you for the efforts you have put into this legisla-

tion, and compliment you on its quality.
I would respectfully urge you to take a look at the role of the States

as a prime sponsor in its implementation.
Thank you, gentlemen.
[The prepared statements of Mr. Himelrick, and Mr. Moore, Gov-

ernor of West Virginia follows:]
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Senator Mondale, Senator Nelson, Congressman Brademas and members of

the subcommittees. I am deeply appreciative of the opportunity to appear

')efore you and comment on what I consider to be a piece of legislation of

great significance to our nation. I am John Himelrick, and I serve as the

Director of the West Virginia Interagency Council for Child Development

Services in the Office of the Governor. I am also the President of the

National Association of State Directors of Child Development.

The credibility of my remarks today stems largely from my experiences

in implementing a comprehensive child development program in West Virginia

under the Interagency Council and from my association and work with other

state directors of child development in the National State Director's

Association.

At the outset I would like to express my thanks to each of you who have

.been a part of the continuing effort over the past five years or so to

develop and pass national legislation in the area of child and family ser-

vices. Your perseverance in the face of inertia, vested interests and out-

right opposition has been nothing short of heroic. You have not only my

thanks but the appreciation and support of thousands who share your concern

for children.

It is my purpose to offer some suggestions for your consideration which

generally reflect the view of those who are charged with the responsibility

of developing and implementing statewide delivery systems for comp-ehensive

services for children and families.

More specifically, I would like to outline what I believe to be the

essential elements of an ideal delivery system, examine the existing condi-

tions which seem to inhibit the attainment of such an ideal delivery
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system, and then propose for your consideration what we believe offers the

best solution to overcoming these inhibiting factors.

I suppose few would disagree with the statement that quality is an

essential element in any service which is provided by tax dollars. While

we may differ in our individual notions about what is or is not quality -- we

all want it.

Because we are face to face with the knowledge that our resources are

limited, we must demand a delivery system that,is characterized by efficiency,

one that eliminates costly overlapping and duplication of services.

An ideal delivery system should also be capable of providing a broad

range of services which address themselves to all the needs of children and

families. In other words, it should be comprehensive. It is not enough to

educate children if they are left hungry and unhealthy or to feed their

bodies but neglect their minds.

In the same way, we cannot forever continue to meet the needs of some

of our children while others go unattended because of higher incomes,

remote geographic locations or other factors unrelated to their needs. An

essential element then is universality of services.

Flexibility of services and the systems through which those services are

delivered is demanded if we believe what we have been saying about the

uniqueness of every child and parent. If indeed they are unique, they cannot

all be served in the same way and with the same services.

The final essential element I want to mention is continuity of services.

When services are provided for short periods of time only to be withdrawn

because no permanent funding basis is established, people are adersely

affected. It is grossly unfair to parents and children to heighten their

expectations, provide services to them for a period of time and then allow

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 - 12
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those services to lapse because no continuing plans have been made for their

maintenance. Discontent, cynicism and mistrust of government is often the

result, to say nothing of the actual disruption to family life styles and

the developmental processes of children.

I have suggested that a delivery system for services to children and

families should possess the essential elements of quality, efficiency,

comprehensiveness, universality, flexibility and continuity. I am sure that

you will agree.

But these conditions do not exist in our current delivery systems.

To the contrary, our systems are all too often poor in quality and ineffi-

cient. We are not meeting all of the needs of all of our children in anything

like a consistent and dependable way.

What then are the conditions which seem to inhibit us from meeting the

needs of children and families?

The deterrent to better services most frequently mentioned is money,

and there is no doubt that a greater share of the vast resources of our nation

need to be channeled into services for young children. However, if by some

stroke of magic we were suddenly given all the money we think we need, our

problems would not disappear. Most of the deterrents we now have would

still be with us, and many of the needs of children and their families would

remain unmet.

I need not lecture you on the fragmentation of services among the

countless federal, state and local agencies and other service organizations,

both public and private. The task of penetrating this maze and obtaining

a single desired service is diffiu,lt for an informed and experienced

professional. It is next to impossible for the average family with a child
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with multiple needs; and, in far too many cases, the poor and uninformed simply

never obtain the services available.

Suffice it to say that services are almost hopelessly fragmented among a

multitude of bodies, and ways must be found to gather such services from

where they exist and focus them upon the needs of the individual child or

family.

Another characteristic of many of the delivery systems currently being

operated or proposed is that they are designed to deliver singular rather

than multiple services. Delivery systems set up within single state or

local agencies or by narrow-purpose public and private groups, by and large

deliver only those services in which the personnel in that particular

agency or group have specialized training or services which fit the compara-

tively narrow purpose of the group. Ways must be found to develop delivery

systems which are designed to provide a broad or comprehensive set of

services to meet the multiple needs of young children and their families.

A third glaring weakness of our present efforts can be seen in the

fact that services are spotty rather than universal. This is occasioned

in part, but only in part, by a lack of funds. Other factors contribute to

this problem.

Geographic areas or localities with the greatest concentration of

resources tend to provide more services for their children while other remote

or impoverished localities are neglected. Catagorical programs limit ser-

vices to certain economic, ethnic or special catagory groups to the exclusion

of others with equally pressing needs. Many needs of children and families

are n,:t related to economics, geography or ethnic background.

Finally, our uelivery systems often fail because they lack stability

and continuity.
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The best delivery system one can conceive is of no value tomorrow

if the basis on which it is built disappears today. Delivery systems

which depend for their existance on funding which is temporary, short term or

unstable cannot assure continuing services.

The same can be said for delivery systems which are set up without

benefit of supporting legislation or other appropriate sanction to undergird

them and provide stability and continuity.

This brings me to what we believe offers the best solution for overcoming

what I have called "inhibiting factors to an ideal delivery system."

I believe there is undisputable evidence to suggest that during the

past few years, and in particular during the past five, significant strides

have been made by states in improving their ability to effectively deliver

services to young children and their families.

During this period eighteen states have established some form of

state office for children with statewide planning, development and coordin-

ation responsibilities. Some twenty other states are moving, with varying

degrees of success, in this direction. Legislation has been passed in a

number of states creating offices of child development as statutory bodies,

and legislation is pending in a number of other states.

A number of forces have been at work in this movement, and I will

mention a few to support my thesis. The Education Commission of the States

Early Childhood Task Force has made an outstanding contribution in its

emphasis on assisting the states in their efforts to plan, develop and

coordinate children and family services. The Task Force has provided

valuable leadership, support and tt.c.hnical assistance to states in their

efforts to establish offices for children. The Appalachian Regional Commission
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has, through leadership and funding efforts, enabled the thirteen member

states which comprise it to establish comprehensive child development

programs under the umbrella of state interagency coordinating bodies.

The increase in quality comprehensive services is well documented elsewhere.

I would like nothing more than to tell you about what the ARC has

meant to early education and child development in West Virginia, but time

will not allow. Suffice it to say that each of the thirteen Appalachian

states has significantly improved its capacity to deliver services to

children and families in the past five years.

In addition to national or regional groups providing stimulus,

a number of states have been moving on their own in this direction as well.

The Office of Child Development has recently awarded grants to twelve or

fifteen states for the express purpose of encouraging state efforts to

increase their capacity to plan, develop and coordinate state programs for

children and families. I would also point out that OCD, sensing this move-

ment in states, has underway at the present time a study to determine more

precisely just how far states have advanced in their capacity to operate

programs for children and families from the state level. This study by

Kirschner Associates should provide OCD with some very useful data on exactly

where each state stands in terms of its service delivery capacity.

Put very simply, I am suggesting to you that since the original child

development bill was vetoed in 1971, a large number of states have developed

rather sophisticated delivery systems for children's services.

If, indeed, my thesis is true, it would be a mistake to pass legislation

which fails to recognize this incrvised capacity at the state level.

Bypassing the states and ignoring the systems they now have for planning,
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developing and operating programs for children and far.;lies in a coordinated,

efficient and effective way is, in my opinion, a mistake.

Other federal programs, Title XX of the Social Security Act and the

National Health Planning and Resources Development Act, to name just two,

recognize the need for statewide structures to maximize planning and coordin-

ation functions. It would appear to be a step backward if the Child and

Family Services Act were to be enacted in a form which would bypass the

states.

I would conclude this statement with three suggestions.

First, the inhibitors to ideal delivery systems -- fragmented, narrow,

spotty and undependable services -- can best be overcome by a statewide

delivery system, undergirded by legislation which can provide coordinated,

comprehensive, continuing services to all children and their families who

need them.

Secondly, I believe it is possible for the Secretary to identify those

states which now have such a capacity. It would certainly be easier to do

this than to make a judgment between two competing local prime sponsors.

And finally, I feel that the appropriate sections of the Child and

Family Services Act should be rewritten to assure that the increasing

capacity of the states to design effective delivery systems be recognized

and utilized.

Those states that now have fully developed delivery systems should be

immediately recognized as prime sponsors and charged with tne task of

141ementing the Child and Family Services Act upon passage.

Y.Ich states can rovyle the overall planning and coordination necessary

to duplication of services among state agencies, provide comprehen-

sive services aimed ,t the total needs of children, plan for the needs e.
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all rather than some children, and through increased note participation

develop stability and dependability in providing services.

At the same time, the essential features which this bill contains --

local options, parental involvement, strengthening the role of the family,

and a broad range of services -- all these can be preserved and encouraged.

No program option, no private or public group or agency is automatically

excluded when states are designated as prime sponsors. If, however, local

groups are designated as prime sponsors, the all-important element of state-

wide planning and coordination is sorely crippled, if not totally destroyed.

I do not believe we can afford to lose that highly desirable capacity.

In those states where there is an emerging delivery system, the bill

should provide for technical assistance and support to improve or complete

the system.

Only in those states where a delivery system does na exist and there

is no attempt on the part of the state to develop one, should the move be

to local prime sponsors.

In closing, I would again thank you for the efforts you have put into

this legislation and complement you on its quality. And, again, I would

respectfully urge you to take a new look at the role of the state as prime

sponsor in its implementation.
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For the past six and one-half years, I have served as Governor of

West Virginia. During that period a significant part of my time has been

spent in developing early childhood programs. The results have been most

gratifying. We now have a statewide kindergarten program which provides a

preschool experience for every five-year-old child in the state whose parents

choose to avail themselves of it. In addition to the kindergarten program,

I have established, by executive order, The Governor's Interagency Council

for Child Development Services.

The purpose of the Interagency Council, simply stated, is to bring

order out of the chaos which existed in the area of children's services

This chaos was the result of the fragmentation of children's services among

Several state agencies. Quite frankly, it is my impression that this

condition is widespread across the 50 states. We have made progress in

bringing about a degree of coordination of children's services in West

Virginia. A number of states have patterned their efforts after our Inter-

agency model.

The experiences which children have during their earliest years have a

profound effect upon their development in later life. The questions of what

specific kinds of treatment, in what degrees, at exactly what ages, will

produce precisely what results in young children are best left to the

professionals.

The track record of the experts is, however, less than commendable in

terms of agreeing among themselves on these finer points. Chat is not all

bad, I suppose. It has certainly provided us with a host of alterntive

programs.

The needs of children during these early years are not being adequately

met. We need to allocate more of our resources and efforts to these years.
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One simply cannot ignore the fact that the friendly smiles of far too many

of our children are marred by unsightly and unhealthy cavities. Neither can

we deny the fact that we have far too many abused children, slow learners

and socially maladjusted teenagers, all the products of neglected early

years.

It is my firm belief that there exists within the individual state

agencies which make up state governments, a pool of highly trained and

dedicated people. Those people can provide the leadership and expertise

necessary to design delivery systems capable of providing the essential

services our young chilren need. The personnel who make up the local units

of these state governments, coupled with the thousands of nongovernmental

agencies, organizations, practitioners and concerned citizens, are both

milling and able to provide the services which children need.

We have the financial resources to meet the needs of young children.

No one is more aware of the problem of finding dollars to provide services

than a chief executive. I am convinced that by wise and prudent management

and with careful planning, the task is not beyond us.

If I am correct that what happens to children during the earliest

years of their lives is important, that we have the ability and financial

resources to provide essential services to young children, yet their needs

are not being adequately met, the logical question arises -- why is this

true?

The urge to provide a simplistic answer to this question seems to have

overpowered a vast number of the advocates of children's needs. A virtual

flood of solutions is being offered on every hand. Some would dave us

believe that all we have to do is educate parents properly and our child

care problems will be solved. Others sugyest that assigring the exclusive
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responsibility for all childrep's services to a single agency, such as

education, is the simple solution to the problem. Still others would have

us believe that the answer lies in the kind of program we provide for

children. Thus, we have the tug of war between the advocates of "structured"

•s. "non-structured" programs, "traditional" vs. "innovative" approaches

and "cognitive" vs. "developmental" methods of working with children.

Others appear to have tunnel vision when it comes to viewing the•

broad range of children's needs. Thus, we have a powerful lobby in this

country that appears to see day care as the solution to all the problems

of children. Others see earlier academic training as the solution.

We find ourselves in West Virginia waging a constant battle with

educators to keep them from turning kindergarten experiences into "watered

down" first grades, and I know that other states are having similar problems.

Still others appear to concern themselves almost exclusively with the social

development of the child and seem content to ignore his physical and intel-

lectual needs.

I am suggesting to you that the children's services scene is con-

fused. It is confused for a number of reasons.

It is confused in part because the needs are great, the resources

scattered and the cries for help are urgent.

It is confused because practitioners tend to oversell their products

as panaceas rather than good practices for certain children.

It is confused because of the vastness of its goal -- the goal of

meeting the needs of all young children and their families. No enterprise4

of this magnitude can be engineered and executed from the national level

through hundreds of categorical programs and thousands of direct and

totally uncoordinated grants.
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It is confused because a battle is brewing for the control of

children's services. In my view it is unrealistic to believe that those

who are seeking control will not throw some dust into the air to further

confuse the picture.

Finally, it is confusee because the practitioners have failed to

define their terms and clearly delineate the issues. The opening volleys

have already been fired in the coming struggle for exclusive control of •

"children's services." But what does "children's services" mean? All

too often those who are making the loudest noises about the control of

children's services are neither prepared nor equipped to deliver the broad

range of services that children need.

No single state agency or private concern is capable of meeting the

medical, social, educational and developmental needs of all children and their

families. No single state agency has the equipment, facilities or properly

trained personnel to provide for the multiple needs of expectant mothers,

new-born infants, toddlers, nursery school and kindergarten age children.

Yet all of these are young children, and all need children's services.

The social service agencies in the 50 states of this union are equipped,

by virtue of highly trained personnel and decades of experience, to provide

the social services that children and families need. But they employ few

highly qualified teachers! The education agencies in those same 50 states

have a corner on good teachers. But they employ few social workers! The

same is true in every agency. Each is equipped to provide certain kinds

of sc.rvices to children. They need to be about that task.

raditionall; in children's services each agency or organization has

been "doing its ow:i thing." The ingredient which has been missing is the

role of the statE,
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The capability for providing the broad range of services needed by

young children is scattered throughout several agencies and private groups.

However, I find no logical reason why those agencies and groups should

operate in isolation from one another. They have done so in the past, and

Oe results have been a nightmare of fragmented services, overlapping pro-

gram and wide gaps in the provision of essential services.

In the past few years there has been a significant movement among

the states to remedy this deplorable situation. No less than 18 states

have established some kind of state-wide coordinating mechanism for

children's services, and a number of other states are moving in that

direction.

No single organizational pattern for these offices has emerged as

predominant. However, there is considerable similarity in the function they

are set up to perform. By and large their primary purpose is to coordinate

the planning and delivery of services to children.

The necessity for state level action is best seen when one reflects

beck over the history of voluntary efforts among state agencies in joint

planning and coordinated delivery of services. State agencies are staffed

by professionals who are trained in specific disciplines and experienced

in the art of agency survival. Coordination is often a threatening term.

Apart from legislative or executive action, significant coordination is not

likely to occur.

I have taken such executive action in West Virginia in the estab-

lishment, by executive order, of the Interagency Council for Chld De‘,el-

opment Services. The chief officers of the four major state agencies that

provide services to young children and their families, as well as the heads

of three additional support agencies, sit on the Interagency Council which

I chair. A statewide plan for providing comprehensive services to children
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from 0 to 6 years of age and their families has been developed. The

responsibility for statewide planning and coordination of all children's

services rests with the Interagency Council. We have made significant

progress in capturing federal dollars for children's services that would

not otherwise have been available to us.

Through the Interagency Council approach, we have maintained the

autonomy of each agency. At the same time we have brought about coordin-

ated planning for new programs and joint participation of agencies in

programs for children with multiple needs. Such needs, of course, are best

met through the joint application of skills and services existing in

several different agencies.

Regional boards that duplicate the State Interagency Council in

membership administer programs at the local level, thus assuring coordin-

ated service delivery at the client level.

I submit that every state must give attention to the problem of

fragmented children's services. They will not be brought together into a

comprehensive, coordinated whole by federal action. The task is too enor-

mous, the needs too diverse and the historical independence of the states in

determining their own policies and programs too strong.

Significant coordination will not occur on a voluntary basis.

The "turf battles" have been going on too long and are too bitter to be

overcome without strong urging from the state.

The obvious choice to bring order out of chaos is strong state lead-

ership in the role of coordinating children's services.
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Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Himelrick.
Mr. Flaherty, as you can see, we are running out of time.
I wonder if you can summarize for us your major recommenda-tions.
Will you do that for us?

STATEMENT OF DAVID T. FLAHERTY, SECRETARY, NORTH CARO-
LINA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES; ALSO CHAIRMAN,
SOUTHEASTERN INSTITUTE FOR HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT, INC.

Mr. FLAHERTY. I will be happy to.
I am sorry for being late. I had not allowed enough time to getfrom one side of the Capitol to the other.
I feel very strongly, Mr. Chairman, that one of the things thatwe have been looking at in the Department of Human Resources ishow we can get a better utilization of the dollars, better utilizationof the manpower we have available.
In summary, I think what we have tried to say in this position,

representing the eight Southeastern States, is that one problem wehave had too many times in the past is that we have set up a completenew delivery system to meet some of the needs that are out there.
I know, and I am sure that you have been very much influenced

by seeing some of these department of human resources established
that they can develop better coordination and they can provide more
services to people at less cost.
One thing that really worries me about this piece of legislation:

You already have right now title IV—B, and you have the title XX
program. Either one of those could expand and provide the same
needs that you are trying to meet with this bill and you would not set
up another administrative structure and you would not set up another
competitive organization.
That, primarily, is what our concerns are.
We already have the capacity. What we are lacking is more money.

If you have that money we think we ought to use it under the exist-
ing system that has already been established.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Flaherty.
Senator Mondale.
Senator MONDALE. I have no questions at this time.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Flaherty, with respect to your own statement,

I note that it represents, I think, an almost classic statement of the
attitude that we on this subcommittee, if I do not misrepresent their
views, have been hearing from the Nixon administration over a pe-
riod of some years—the joys and glories of revenue sharing, of the
allied services bill.
I would have to say, to put a rhetorical question to you, and per-

haps you can comment on it, that at least as one who has sat on this
subcommittee for a number of years and has worked on legislation
to help handicapped children, vocational rehabilitation of handi-
capped adults, child day-care programs and other programs that are
aimed at what have been called vulnerable groups, I have in all
candor not been impressed by the effectiveness of programs at the
State or local level—the so-called allied services approach or general
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revenue sharing approach. The reason for my view, among other
reasons, is the fact that the vulnerable groups and those who are con-
cerned about them, seem to get lost or buried beneath these umbrella
organizations. They don't seem to have the political clout at the
local and State level to get their needs attended to.
What do you say to that charge?
I have not given you evidence. I can make quite a speech on the.

evidence of that charge.
What do you say to that?
Mr. FLAHERTY. First of all, you are a strong supporter of re-

habilitation in that context.
I think all we are trying to do in the Department of Human Re-

sources is to have the same capacity as VR has. I think it would be
great if a case worker, for• example, had the capacity to buy the
service wherever they were and get someone into the system wherever
they are. That is all we are asking for on the State level, with the
money through the DHR. The DHR could then effectively coordinate
needs with resources of all agencies and let the professional State
agencies provide or arrange for the services where they are needed.
I strongly support a different system. I think we need to be co-

ordinated.
You have not seen the effectiveness of human resources depart-

ments because they have just now started to get their muscle and get
the capacity and understanding of what the problem is and to speak
to it.
In the Southeast, all these departments have just come about in

1972, some of them just in 1973.
I think if you could see the States and see what we have done in

budgets in those departments and in utilization of manpower, there
is no question that this is the direction in which to move.
You just cannot have all these different groups speaking at the

same time.
In North Carolina, we have the council on developmental disabil-

ities, office of child development, and we have child advocacy efforts.
All three groups establish priorities.
I used to be in the general assembly. As member of the legislature,

you are interested in knowing what people think as priorities. When
you get three groups speaking for handicapped children coming in
before a committee and they all give priorities and they are all
different, what does a legislator do? It is impossible for him to decide.
He does not have enough information to make the proper evaluation.
I think in the Department of Human Resources we will have the

capacity to monitor and evaluate, the capacity to establish priorities,
and we will be establishing it for all these groups.
Mr. BRADEMAS. You have given a classic answer from my point of

view as to why this is a very unwise approach because in response
you have just made clear you have the handicapped groups fighting
among themselves which is precisely what the Nixon administration
people so vigorously sought to bring about.
If we are fighting over a small pie, then they are not seeking to eat

into other public funds with which to increase that pie. So you have
the little kids and the old people and the handicapped people all
fighting for a given share of resources, squabbling among themselves,
while the bureaucrats at the State level or under the Nixon admin-

4
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istration proposal and connivance of Federal bureaucrats are not
getting any larger slice of the pie. They have left sacrosanct all the
rest of the Federal budget or the State budget for that matter.
It is obvious we disagree on this point. I don't want to harangue

you, but I invite you to take a look at the hearings we conducted on
the allied services legislation wherein opposition came not from the
State Departments of human resources who quite obviously enjoy
very much the prospect of getting the money and deciding how it
will be divided. If you look at the testimony of the representatives
of the elderly, of the children, of the handicapped, you find over-
whelming opposition to this kind of approach because they know that
what happens in the end is that the budget drops over-all and they
all get in the act.
Mr. FLAHERTY. Mr. Chairman, I might speak to that.
I think, to the contrary, you now get a better piece of the pie for

these programs because we go in with a coordinated request and the
priorities are put there with agreement by the different groups.
I disagree, Congressman. We have more money today going to

these group programs out of State moneys than we have had in the
past. I think we have more support. I agree with you, if it was just
a bureaucrat establishing what the needs were and the bureaucrats
establishing priority, but we had hearings in each area of our State
and we had people coming in to express their needs.
Then we established a program to speak to those needs and ex-

panded priorities. We are getting a bigger piece of the action than
in the past and so are the groups getting a bigger share of the dollars
than in the past. We used to get beaten by education and other groups.
Mr. BRADEMAS. It would be constructive, I think, if we were to get

a reading of exactly what the States are doing in respect to the kind of
programs represented by this legislation supported by State funds.
Now, I must tell you that I have been encouraged to see a greater

sensitivity on the part of State governments to the need to provide
such programs but that there are, I think, Mr. Himelrick, 18 States
supporting this program.
When we held hearings in the other body, Governor Al Dockett said

13 States.
I wouldn't hold either one of you to an exact figure but that gives

you a rough idea of the order of magnitude.
It has been a source of some stimulation to me to see how when we

Federal legislators with all of our wickedness and shortcomings
perceive some national needs, we introduce a bill to meet some need
which the States have overwhelmingly been ignoring. And the first
thing we have in here is a State spokesman coming in to say they,
of course, are so much more sensitive to these problems that all the
money should come through them.
I confess I have not been overwhelmed or deeply touched by that

attitude. On the other hand, I am encouraged to see the progress that
is being made. Maybe we are all trying to walk a middle of the road.
You might want to comment on that Mr. Himelrick or Mr. Kagen.
Mr. HIMELRICK. If I might.
I will say I, too,' have not been overwhelmed in the past with the

progress of the States. It has not been exemplary in any sense of the
word.

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 - 13



1360

I intended to hedge the comment about the 19 States by saying they
had some form of State office for children and it has occurred within
at least the past 5 years. The majority of those States have made
that movement in the past 5 years. Only three States, I think, have
legislation which supports the State office of child development.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Do you have a State office of child development in

West Virginia?
Mr. HIMELRICK. Yes; we do.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Do you find that is a problem with respect to the

kind of point Mr. Flaherty was making?
Mr. HIMELRICK. Our Human Resources Agency?
Mr. BRADEMAS. Yes.
Mr. HIMELRICK. The office of child development concerns itself

primarily with children, prenatal through 4 years of age. We do not
branch much out into the other.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Would you prefer a department of human resources

to meet the needs of your State for preschool children to an office
of child development?
Mr. HIMELRICK. Only if I could be assured that the human resources

agency did not end at the State level.
It is my impression that some human resources agencies have limited

themselves organizationally to the State level. In many instances, what
happens is that there is a reallocation of moneys and the fighting
and so forth can occur, but there is no change in the way services are
delivered in the field.
In the interagency council approach we have taken, we have

regional interagency councils which are representative of all agen-
cies of Government that actually operate programs with com-
munity and parental and consumer input at the regional and local
levels. Otherwise, it is possible, it seems to me, to end up with some
bureaucratic paper shuffling at the top which is just budgets but any
one child still has to go through several different agencies down at
the local level to get the services he needs.
Only if I could be assured that the human resources agency had a

substructure that reached down and changed the way services are
delivered to the children and families in the field, to me this is the
essential element.
Mr. KAGEN. I would, of course, like to comment.
I say, look at the record. I can only say to you that we have put

$37 million into day care in the past 4 years. Of course a prior admin-
istration in New Jersey is where I think the blame belongs for not
doing it sooner. That is easy for me to say.
The point is, let us look at the facts and, where it is not happening,

then make it happen. If we do not get it in New Jersey at the State
level, and with all the safeguards and important kinds of assurances
that there will be a community input, we will have a $26-million pro-
gram in IV—A that I run, a $10-million WIN program that I run, and
a $14-million program that a whole bunch of other folks run. That
does not achieve what you are after, either.
You have to look at the individual States and hold them accountable.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Before yielding to my colleague, I want to compli-

ment you in New Jersey on what you are doing.
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I am one who is much more sympathetic to voting funds that will
be administered by States where there is some evidence that the States
are themselves making a good-faith effort to meet the need.
Mr. Cornell.
Mr. CORNELL. I would like to ask the gentlemen how they would feel

having the school system responsible for delivery of day-care center
services.
Mr. KAGEN. I think the schools have a lot of things to do to occupy

their time.
I also think the schools could have done this a long time ago, par-

ticularly in New Jersey where there were funds available through
title IV for a long time.
I wonder what would happen to the 5,500 nonlicensed paraprofes-

sional staff that would presumably be absorbed into teacher certifica-
tions and so on and so forth.
I wonder what would happen to the full range of services that we

try to provide kids, to help in our work with individual families, the
social workers who work for my division who place these kids for the
most part in day care. What would happen to those funds if we send
the social workers over to the schools, also.
I also wonder, how would the schools run noncenter care?
A lot of care and good care, is provided in homes in family day-

care settings. We have been trying to strengthen those settings. Schools
would probably run centers in their existing facilities.
What would happen in New Jersey to the 12,000 or 13,000 kids who

are in family day care?
I can say to you every State has moved; we were the last to move

our licensing functions over to the social service agency. We have a
much more vigorous program than we had before.
I believe Commissioner Burke, who is our commissioner of educa-

tion, agreed that we keep doing it this way, or at least try.
I think it is a very difficult thing to ask the schools to take it on

when we have this existing functioning program allied with the social
services right now.
Mr. HIMELR1CK. My feeling is a strong one that no single state

agency of government as it is now constituted has either the trained
personnel, the expertise, and probably not the set of minds to really
want to become the sole sponsor or the sole authority for providing
programs to very young children, say from birth through school age,
simply because they are not equipped to do that.

Neither the education or social service nor any other single agency
of government, in my estimation, is now so constituted.
I have no objection to a public school system providing any service.

I think we still need to deliver the services through the agencies that
can best do them, but it must be done under an umbrella.
In West Virginia, we see the interagency approach. The interagency

council is composed of heads of State agencies and government, super-
intendent of schools and welfare, and it is chaired by the Governor.
I serve on the staff to that group, and I have a small staff that works
with me. I do not object to schools delivering the services that they
are equipped to deliver.
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I think the comment that was just made and those made by Hannah
Atkins and Frieda Mitchell earlier, that no single agency is equipped
to properly deliver all kinds of services Educators, if I may be pedes-
trian, do not know a great deal about burping babies nor do health
people know a great deal about educating children.
Existing agencies that have the personnel and the capacity to deliver

service should be utilized; they should be under an umbrella of State
sponsorship where the coordination and planning can be provided
and where single entry systems in a delivery system can be afforded
through any agency.
Mr. FLAHERTY. I feel pretty much the same as the two previous

speakers.
I am very much concerned, though, that someone does not have the

responsibility of making sure that these children get into the system
and monitoring them to be sure they get the service. That is why I think
the department of human resources in our State, in our department,
the office of children, is responsible for overviewing that from age 0
to 18.
Now, just to share with you what can happen with this kind of

umbrella agency, we now have the office of children doing the monitor-
ing and evaluating of programs across agency lines on the same evalua-
tion technique. Also, we have the capacity now to have overview
throughout the State with this one agency without additional people.
We now have a single portal of entry in the office of children where

anyone who doesn't know how to get into the system can go to the
office of children. We are drawing up an agreement with public in-
struction because so many kids have been denied an education because
there is something a little bit different about them that does not fit in
the system and right now they fall through the cracks. If we don't pick
them up, no one else does.
Through the office of children, we are picking them up and working

out an agreement with the public instruction to make sure they get the
training. We are not duplicating that which education does. Yet, we
offer the education, the capacity for phychological services and other
services they need without their having to duplicate it in their struc-
ture.
Mr. CORNELL. I notice in your statement you approve the profit-

making agencies.
Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes, sir; very much so.
Mr. CORNELL. Is that common practice?
Mr. FLAHERTY. I don't know about the other States, but I would

think so.
Mr. CORNELL. I want to make an observation about one statement

made which I thought was very good: Educators don't know very
much about burping babies. This is one educator who is entirely with-
out knowledge in that area.
Mr. Kagen, there is one last thing I want to ask you about. You

mentioned the licensing standards in your State. I would be interested
in knowing something about the enforcement of the standards. Do
you have regular checks made?
Mr. KAGEN. Yes; we do. We have a greatly beefed up program.

We took it over from the education department 3 years ago. We have
added three physical facility inspectors. We have arrangements with
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the health department which gives us reports. We have early childhood
educators.
So, a team of basically three people visit the centers; we will visit

to 1,500. It will be many more visits. We will produce 1,500 evaluations
in 1 year, next year. We have been very tough.
We, fortunately, have not had to close many places. We have closed

places.
We are just about to change the law and we hope to liberalize the

standards in many respects so that it will encourage people to come
in. We have been extremely vigorous.
I just want to point out to you that we intend to extend it from

1,000 licensed centers right now to virtually every center in the State,
which will be another 1,200 to 1,300 centers. We are visiting them close
to semiannually. We hope to make it semiannually.
Mr. CORNELL. In your experience, do you believe there is uniform

enforcement [inaudible] ?
Mr. KAGEN. Yes; we were doing that.
The difference, of course, is the philosophical difference.
The problem we are having—we spent 2 years rewriting regula-

tions—the problem is the difference between people who believe that
licensed centers should only be developmental centers, that there can
be no center without a certified or early childhood specialist, at least
partly. Once that is resolved, and however it is resolved, we will be
enforcing quality as well as child safety as we are now. But we will
have a standard that tells the public; yes, we will permit custodial care
but at least we will tell the public that is what you will get, so they
can buy it or not.
Right now, we are enforcing a standard that essentially makes

custodial care not possible. Everybody has to be certified. I don't know
how that is going to come out.
As I say, the public will know what kind of center it is and what

kind of care they can expect to get.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Hall.
Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Himelrick, you mentioned the duplication of services by the

States.
Mr. Kagen spoke of duplication and overlapping of services.
I wonder, after money and after services, what we can do at the

Federal level that would be the best approach to this problem.
Are we not arriving rapidly at the point where perhaps we should

think in terms of a Cabinet-level Department of Education to better
coordinate the Federal funding programs and have somebody at the
elbow of the President to keep listening to all this?
I question whether we can adequately serve education on a national

basis with the Office of Education.
Would you speak to that?
Mr. HIMELRICK. I will, with the disclaimer that I am not very well

informed about the Federal Government, not very experienced in it,
let me put it that way, never having been at the Federal level.
This certainly is a tremendous challenge and you are quite right in

suggesting there has been a great deal of duplication and overlap in
Federal programs relating to education and care of children. I don't
propose to know the answer to it.
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I would agree with you certainly that the duplication is there.
I really hesitate to say that a Cabinet level office for education would

answer the question. It might result in an increase in the output of
paper and maybe not do anything else. There is a great deal of dupli-
cation and overlap. Hopefully, a solution will be found to that.
If I can move on to the fragmentation of services within the State,

and I think that is really just a counterpart of the duplication at the
Federal level, I feel a little bit more comfortable speaking there. The
problem, as I suggested earlier, is the problem of getting a handle on
coordinating services that are delivered through single-purpose agen-
cies, relatively speaking, single-purpose agencies such as social services
or education or whatever, without at the same time simply creating
another level of bureaucracy.
We have tried to address the problem in West Virginia not by cre-

ating a separate agency in one sense of the word but, rather, by bring-
ing the agency heads together to do the coordination under the direc-
tion of the chairman who is the Governor of the State. This seems
to me the best of two possible worlds.

It does not create a totally separate agency which creates a great
deal of apprehension and fear in the existing agencies that there is
going to be ripped off some of their programs, but it forces agency
heads to do coordinated planning for assessment, for delivery of serv-
ice, for monitoring, for whatever. This, to me, is the answer.
Now, whether that same thing is possible at the Federal level, it is a

much bigger problem obviously just by the sheer size of it.
That is not a very direct answer but it is the best one I can provide.
Mr. FLAHERTY. One of the administrators in the School of Public

Health at the University of North Carolina stated to me if we took
all the Federal, State, county, municipal government taxes and looked
at what percentage was being spent on human needs they would say
56 cents out of every dollar.
When you ask people what percentage of the human needs are being

met, you hear 10 to a very liberal 25 percent, which tells me if you
spent the whole tax dollar you could not meet all the needs that are
out there.
The thing that bothers me is that Congress tries to speak to all the

special interest groups who are after a category of need being met.
They put out Federal dollars and they hang them out there for a
State to go after. I think over the years this has happened so many
times and the States have gone after it so many times that we have one
heck of a mess with a lot of agencies that just go their own way and
now are trying to protect "their territory."
The States have recognized that this is an impractical approach.

We have had 350 agencies in the State government going to the legis-
lature to ask for money, always advocating for a specific category of
people.
It is impossible for a governor to sit down with 350 to see what is

going on. So, he could not be responsive or get the best utilization of
the dollar or people.
I am satisfied that putting these together and putting a manager

over them to make sure they establish priorities and that they coordi-
nate and plan together, they are just going to get a better return for
the investment and you are going to be able to recognize where you
get the most return when you spend the dollar.
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I very strongly disagree with the position, as I understand the chair-
man, to maintain these categorical programs. Sure, you can pat every-
body on the head and give them a little contribution but they are not
going to use the dollar that is available wisely.
Mr. HALL. Thank you.
I have no other questions.
Mr. BRADEMAS. I will say before calling on our next witness, Mr.

Flaherty, that it is revealing to me that you use the phrase "special in-
terest groups." That is a very revealing phrase because the groups
whom I have in mind are very young children, handicapped children,
handicapped adults and the elderly.
In my judgment, the record is very clear that neither State govern-

ment nor local municipal government has been meeting in any signifi-
cant degree the needs of those "special interest groups."
I know of few States, for example, who have put together a nutri-

tion program for the elderly from State money. I know of few States
who have put together the kind of comprehensive child-care programs
representative of the legislation that we are discussing here. I know
of few States that have put together the kind of community service
programs that you find in the Older Americans Act. I know of few
States who have met their responsibilities to provide adequately for the
education of handicapped children—which is the cause of a pattern of
court decisions all over this country. This is why I am hopeful that
tomorrow this full committee will report out a bill to provide more
Federal funds to help the States and local communities educate their
handicapped children. If these are "special interest groups", so be it.
My own opinion is that it is because of the lack of capacity in the

States even where there may be good will and in some cases the lack
of the will and the lack of sensitivity in the States to meet the needs
of these "special interest groups", again to quote you, that we in Con-
gress have tried to be responsive to in some of these programs.
Mr. FLAHERTY. Mr. Chairman, I very much agree with you but I

think it is more the delivery or the mechanism we have to deliver the
services.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Have you had a lot of complaints about the delivery

system on the vocational and rehabilitation programs of the Older
Americans Act?
Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes; we have.
Mr. BRADEMAS. If so, I have not seen those studies. I would be grate-

ful if you would let me have them.
We have had hearings in this subcommittee over a period of some

time, so I happen to know whereof I speak on both of those programs
in respect to extending authorization.
I must say there has been a shocking pattern, particularly in respect

to the voc-rehab program where there has been an effort made to do
something through a department of human resources, an umbrella
type of organization. It has been shocking to see the efforts on the part
of at least one State I know simply to ignore totally the clear mandate
of the law.
I guess I had better not continue this colloquy longer because I know

Ms. Abzug is waiting to be heard.
Let me just say that I don't get as romatic as you do about the glories

and sensitivities of State government.
Mr. HIMELRICK. Could I make one final comment, please, sir?
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Mr. BRADEMAS. Please.
Mr. HIMELRICK. I would like to make it clear, if I did not, that,

while I did suggest to you and to the committee, that there is movement
in the States, I certainly recognize the inadequacy of that.
If I were to summarize what I have tried to say, it is that the bill

be so constructed that the States which have identified themselves as
being capable and willing to move and provide an efficient delivery
system, and I believe there are indicators which can tell the Congress
that, that they be provided an opportunity to do so, that those States
that are moving in that direction be encouraged to do so by grant
and those who are neither willing and/or unable not be allowed to waste
the taxpayers' money.
Mr. BRADEMAS. That is a good point for me to emphasize that I am

strongly in favor of encouraging increased State action in this and
other fields. Sometimes, however, it is essential to put a needle in one
end in order to see progress on the other.

Gentlemen, your statements have been most helpful, as you can see
from our questions. We are very grateful to you.
Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Flaherty follows:]
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Mr. Chairmen and distinguished members of the Committees, I am
 David T. Flaherty,

Secretary of the Department of Human Resources for the state of North Ca
rolina. At

your kind invitation, I am here today representing the Southeast In
stitute for Human

Resource Development, Inc., in my role as President of that organiz
ation,to testify

on the Child and Family Services Act of 1975.

The Southeast Institute for Human Resource Development is a non-pro
fit corpor-

ation with representation from the states of Georgia, Florida, North 
Carolina, South

Carolina, Mississippi, Tennessee, Kentucky, and Alabama. The purpose of the Institute

is to improve the overall planning and management of Human Resources thr
ough the pro-

vision of a forum for the mutual exchange of information, joint resolution 
of common

problems, and the identification and resolution of other issues and/or proble
ms

impacting upon human resource management and delivery. The Board of Directors for

the Institute is composed of the heads of the Departments of Human Resources and

comparable human resource agencies of the states in this region. Before delving

into the issues involved in the bill, I would like to provide some background info
r-

mation on the development of these recently organized state human resource agencie
s.

The proliferation of federal grant-in-aid programs during the decade of the 60's

was an unplanned, unorganized effort resulting in a fragmented, often competitive

approach between Federal Agencies, state and local governments and the private sector

in meeting the human services needs of our citizens. This situation presented tremendous

administrative and programmatic problems to state and local levels and led eventually

to new federal initiatives in the late 1960's aimed at bringing some coherence,

coordination and control into being. The new federalism is the latest effort, within

an intergovernmental relations context, to foster some order among the myriad of

Federally assisted programs. The General Revenue Sharing concept recognizes that

state and local governments need flexibility in the allocation and utilization of funds

to meet local needs rather than new programs embodied in an expanded grant-in-aid

system. More importantly, the trend towards transfer of more of the policy and manage-

ment responsibility to state and local governments is a key element in this new 
approach.
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With the increase in governmental spending (Federal, State and Local) in human

resource efforts and with the accompanying delegation of greater responsibility for

program delivery to state and local levels has come the need for more comprehensive

management of resources and administrative machinery. Some progress has been made at

the federal level with programs such as General Revenue Sharing and Title XX of the

Social Security Act. The proposed Allied Services Act is another desirable initiative

aimed at removing federal constraints from program administration to assist state and

local governments in developing the requisite capacities for managing increased human

service responsibility. At the state level the response to this need for better

management has appeared in the form of state agencies such as Departments of Human

Resources, state-wide policy and planning councils and others. Regardless of the

structure, however, the goals of these state agencies and activities are the same:

improved management, more effective services and increased self-sufficiency for

program recipients.

Four states within the Southeast, Georgia, Kentucky, Florida and North Carolina,

have legislatively established Departments of Human Resources. One, South Carolina,

has state-wide policy and planning councils for health and social services. The

remaining states, Mississippi, Tennessee and Alabama, are investigating possibilities

of new approaches to better Human Resource Management.

The facts show that a Human Resource system concept has been employed and is

working. Obviously there are weaknesses, particularly within the complex environment

in which we are working. However, statistics are beginning to show that problems of

duplication, overlap and delay (to name a few) are declining, and that improvements

in service delivery are evident as a result of states' efforts to consolidate, inte-

grate, and coordinate a variety of human services. In light of the foregoing, we

believe that any new federal legislation should recognize the increased capacities of

state governments to provide state-wide planning and management of human resources

programs.
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The Southeastern Southeastern Institute recognizes and strongly supports the need for and

encourages the development of a comprehensive child and family services program

such as that proposed in S. 626 and H.R. 2966. Our main reservation with the bills,

however, is that the concept of implementation bypasses the existing service delivery

mechanism within each state. A comprehensive child and family services program should

fully utilize and strengthen the existing delivery mechanism of Title IV-B and the

new Title XX of the Social Security Act. The Governor of each state should have the

option of designating the same agency for administration of a child and family ser-

vices program that administers Titles IV-B and XX. The Title IV-B and XX agencies

are already delivering, directly or through contractual agreements, services authorized

by H.R. 2966 and S. 626. Utilization of a prime sponsor mechanism would be more

costly, less equitable and would hinder recent attempts by states in our region to

provide comprehensive and effective human service delivery. Governors should be

given the authority to designate the administration of funds and programs under this

Act to that State Department or Agency already administering the state's other

children's services programs. The actual delivery of services at the local level

should be possible through a vast array of agencies, whether public, private non-profit,

or for profit.

We believe that a prime sponsor delivery system at this stage in the development

of a comprehensive human service delivery system could produce more problems than it

is designed to alleviate.

Effective allocation of resources at the state and district/local level to meet

individual community needs would be more complex, the chance of duplication of effort

or inequitable availability of services would increase. The need, however, to be

more perceptive of and responsive to local needs is recognized. This is being

increasingly met, particularly as we move to implement Title XX in all states.
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The designated state agency should develop a state plan based upon the planning

process required by Title XX. The Title XX planning process requires that steps be

taken to assure that the needs of all residents in all geographic areas in the state

are taken into account in the development of the plan.

The utilization of this process would insure appropriate coordination throughout

the state among these two programs in resource allocation and program design. The

state plan should be approved by a statewide Child and Family Services Advisory Council

composed of representatives from district/regional Child and Family Services Councils

and other agencies which provide services to children. These councils should also

monitor and evaluate programs and monitor the development of standards and standards

enforcement.

To give you more insight into how we have already attemptec to design a compre-

hensive delivery system to meet diverse local needs and how parental involvement can

be obtained by utilizing the existing structure, I would like to highlight some

of the efforts of the states in our region

The Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Service was created in 1968

and administers public assistance, social service, health, mental health, retardation,

youth institutions and vocational rehabilitation programs. All programs in Florida

are fully administered through an 11 district system, 5 of the districts having sub-

districts. This decentralized organization insures that the administration of programs

is responsive to local needs and will provide the necessary diversity for local needs

in the administration of a child and family services program. Utilization of the

regional structure will assure parental involvement through the establishment of

child and family services advisory councils for each respective district. Fifty

per cent of the council members would be the parents of the children served under the

Act with the remainder appointed by the district director. One-third of the total

council would be economically disadvantaged. This council would be responsible for

reviewing and monitoring the portions of the child and family services state plan
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which pertains to the district and forwarding the review to the state-wide child and

family services advisory council. This existing district structure could provide the

essential ingredients for an effective delivery system in Florida.

The Georgia Department of Human Resources was created in 1972 and administers

public assistance, social services, health, mental health, mental retardation, and

vocational rehabilitation programs. The Georgia Department of Human Resources utilizes

a substate structure consisting of 10 regions. These human service regions perform

basically a coordinative role to maximize available resources and reduce duplication.

As in Florida, the district structure would facilitate the child and family services

councils with parental involvement.

The Kentucky Department of Human Resources was created in 1972 and administers

public assistance, social service, mental health, mental retardation, youth institu-

tions and employment security programs. Kentucky utilizes the existing Area. Develop-

ment Districts (ADD's) for planning for these programs and also operates districts

which are congruent with the ADD's for needs assessment, planning and evaluation.

Here again, this represents a state effort to become more responsive to local needs.

This district structure could very well be an appropriate structure for the establish-

ment of district child and family services councils.

The North Carolina Department of Human Resources (DHR) became operational in 1972

and administers public assistance; social services; health; mental health, including

mental retardation; vocational rehabilitation; specialty and orthopedic hospitals;

schools for the deaf and blind; aging; developmental disabilities; and child advocacy

and child development programs. North Carolina utilizes the 100 county, 17 Planning

Regions (Councils of Government, etc.) and 4 Departmental Regions structure in the

planning process, i.e., needs assessment, priority and objective setting, and

definition of resource requirements. Citizen and private agency input into the

planning process is through public hearings at the county and DHR Regional level and
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through the direct participation of related private and public councils, agencies

and other organizations. Of particular significance is the creation and involvement

of child advocacy systems (councils) across the state. These systems relate

indirectly to county and regional programs and directly to the Office for Children

at the Departmental level. These councils could become the child and family services

councils.

'Mississippi has established child development councils in the Appalachian Region

of the state in accordance with the Appalachian Development Act. These programs

have proven so successful that Mississippi now plans to use a portion of the Title

XX funds to fund child development councils and districts to totally cover the state.

Alabama, at present, has 12 Area Development Districts--all of which plan and

consolidate human service programs at the district level. It is entirely feasible

in Alabama to implement a Child and Family Development program with local responsive-

ness and parental involvement.

South Carolina is planning to establish 10 human service committees in conjunction

with its already established district Councils of Governments to aid in the implemen-

tation of its Title XX programs. A Child and Family Development program could utilize

this developing structure.

Tennessee took the initiative by enacting a State Child Development Act of 1974.

This Act establishes a comprehensive state structure for the operation of a Child

Development program. The establishment of local and district child development

councils are mandated and a child development coordinating council has been established.

The coordinating council at the state level is composed of the Heads of State Agencies

which administer programs serving children. The local and district councils will

assess needs, set priorities, advise health planning efforts, screen child development

projects, and advise the State Council.
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The question is often raised as to what assurance the states can

give that federal standards will be maintained if the state is responsible

for the program. I believe that accountability can be better maintained

when local, regional, and state level organizations operating under the cogni-

zance of elected officials are responsible for those standards than when there

is a direct federal-to-local relationship. An example is that the Head Start

programs are directly funded by the federal government with no state responsi-

bility for standards n our state many of these programs were unable to

meet minimum state licensing requirements let alone the Federal Inter-Agency

Day Care Requirements. I also believe, that the programs which are directly

monitored by the state maintain consistently higher standards than those which

are monitored directly from the federal level. There is a direct management

responsibility of the state to enforce standards if accountability is tied

to funding at all levels of government.

Parent and citizen involvement can be greatly improved by state level

administration of the Child and Family Services Act. A state level Child

and Family Services Council composed of parents, state agency personnel, and

elected officials can have a far ranging effect on all family and children's

services programs within a state. Numerous councils under several prime

sponsors, however, would dilute the statewide effectiveness of the program

because it would result in a state level council for some localities and

independent local councils for others. A pyramiding structure of local, regional,

and state councils can enable a state to determine broad policy guidelines plus

providing for direct citizen input into the process of identifying local and

regional needs and meeting them equitably at the appropriata level.

•••
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The Child and Family Services Act of 1975 is a great opport
unity to improve

and expand needed services. Our main request of you is to recognize what already

exists and is being developed in the states to deliver and 
coordinate services and

to monitor standards. What is missing in the states is not the mechanism to provi
de

services; rather, it is adequate funding with the inherent 
flexibility to respond

appropriately to the many unmet needs of people. Let us use the mandate and resource

potential of this Act to provide services through existing chan
nels. This will be

much more efficient and effective than setting up hundreds of n
ew administrative

structures which will compete against instead of complement exi
sting programs.

In addition to our concern of bypassing existing mechanisms wit
hin the states,

other matters warrant your consideration. These are highlighted helow;

1. The Southeast Institute for Human Resource Development reco
gnizes and supports

the need for additional legislation to provide a nationwide
 comprehensive

program for child and family development.

2. Any legislation authorizing a child and family development 
program should

vest authority and responsibility for its planning developm
ent and implemen-

tation with the respective state governments. It should provide for a maximum

of planning and coordination with complementary and similar pto
grams at the

state level and provide for a maximum of local control through 
an existing

substate administrative structure to fully achieve service 
integration. This

could be achieved by the Governor designating a state advis
ory council for

planning, a single state agency with access to or with an appro
priate

substate administrative structure for administration and the es
tablishment

of local councils with parental membership.

3. A state plan process which provides for a maximum of coordinati
on with all

agencies providing similar and complementing services.

4. A child services and family development program should provide 
for the availa-

bility of funds for program operation for the first year if suf
ficient ground

work has occurred.
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5. A child and family development program should provide a comprehensive array

of services including legal services, child advocacy and transportation not now

included in S. 626 and H.R. 2966. Eligibility guidelines should be congruent where

possible with existing eligibility criteria such as the income level used for Title

XX of the Social Security Act.

On behalf of the Southeastern Institute for Human Resource Development, and

for myself, I extend to you our appreciation for the opportunity to beleard on a

subject of such significance. Thank you.
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Mr. BRADEMAS. We are now pleased to welcome our distinguished col-
league from the State of New York, who has long been a vigorous and
articulate advocate of greater Federal support for a child-care pro-
gram and is herself the author of a bill in this field.

STATEMENT OF HON. BELLA S. ABZUG, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE IN

CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Ms. Am-I:Jo. I am very pleased to be here.
I want to thank you for the opportunity to appear today to testify

on legislation that I believe is crucial for children and families in this
country.
The Child and Family Services Act of 1975 is designed to help

children receive the services they need to meet their full potential, while
at the same time providing services to the families of these children,
so that families are supported rather than fragmented.
I would like to take this opportunity to extend to the distinguished

Senator from Minnesota and to the distinguished Representative from
Indiana my thanks for their leadership in this area during the past
several years.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you.
Ms. ABZUG. Comprehensive child-care legislation has been a high

priority for me ever since I entered the Congress.
I share your regret that, unfortunately, during these 4 years we have

witnessed the failure of attempts to see that such legislation becomes
a reality. I hope that 1975 will be different.
I do not need to describe the pressing need for this type of legislation,

for this has been well documented by many witnesses at earlier hear-
ings. Instead, I would like to address my remarks to specific features
of the proposals which are now before you.

First, and perhaps most important, is the level of funding provided
in this legislation.
The Brademas/Mondale proposal would provide a total of $1.85

billion for planning, technical assistance, and programs over a 3-year
period. I am sure that no one, including the authors of this bill, believes
that this sum is adequate to meet the needs of our children and families.
In fact, similar legislation passed by the Congress in 1971 as title V

of the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1971, and subsequently
vetoed by Mr. Nixon, would have provided a total of $2 billion over 2
years.

Surely, the need for child and family services has not decreased over
the past 4 years. On the contrary, the need has become more pressing.
The recession gripping our country has made it increasingly difficult,

for families to provide essential services for their children, such as
basic nutrition and health services.
Furthermore, the recession has accentuated more than ever the need

for second incomes in many families, necessitating child-care services
for even more children. Indeed, the number of women in the work
force has been increasing all the time, requiring larger numbers of
facilities and programs and provisions for child care.

It is critical that Congress fund these important programs now.
But I think we have to find some way of convincing the administration,
as well as Congress, of the need for a greater level of funding. It is
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essential that we fund these programs now before families are forced
into fragmentation and disintegration, a phenomenon which has been
noted not only by members of this committee but by other commentators
on the social conditions in our country.
The appropriation levels contained in my Comprehensive Child

Development bill, H.R. 155, while hardly enough for services to all
families and children, would come closer to making a discernable
impact in programs and services than would the levels contained in
the Mondale/Brademas bill.
I have proposed $2 billion for fiscal year 1976, 83 billion for fiscal

year 1977, and $4 billion for fiscal year 1978. These are not unrealistic
figures.
A second, and closely related issue, is the time limit on the release

of moneys for funding of program operation. The Child and Family
Services Act of 1975 would not provide funding for programs until
fiscal year 1977. My bill would authorize program funds a year earlier,
in fiscal year 1976.
I cannot stress enough the immediate need for funds for ongoing

projects. Child care is not a new concept in American life.
We in the Congress are extremely backward in providing the neces-

sary assistance for Federal funding for such programs.
There is no dearth of expertise in this area and, for years, child

development programs have been developed and implemented all over
the country. Program moneys are necessary right now to continue and
expand current programs.
There have sprung up, all over the country, a number of local child-

care support organizations, which are attempting right now to meet
unmet needs by providing information and referral for families need-
ing child care and related services and by assisting groups in the crea-
tion of new kinds of child-care programs in the absence of Government
support.

These local groups, which developed because of the lack of adequate
child-care services, refer families to all manner of child care, be it
publicly funded or not. These child-care support groups, generally
without Federal or local assistance, are enabling families to use the
available fragmented pieces of the child care system in their localities
in ways that are systematic and supportive of the families' needs.

Child-care support groups such as these exist in almost every State;
recently 13 groups from 9 States have formed an informal network
to share ideas and promote this heretofore unrecognized child-care
function. They are swamped with requests for help.
They exist in rural, suburban, and urban areas, and are testimony

to the -fact that in all parts of the country child-care needs are going
unmet. Their existence is also testimony that there is much more to a
comprehensive child-care and family support system than most legisla-
tion or Federal agencies now recognize.
This legislation which you are considering would provide support

to the wide range of child-care and family support programs that are
necessary to do the job.
I have one criticism of this aspect of the bill, however. Section 102

of the bill, which describes the programs it would fund, tends to
separate services for children from services to families. It would be a
serious error if the structure of the regulations and the implementa-
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tion of this legislation were to follow the structure of this section of
the bill.
I am, of course, in favor of providing funds for planning, technical

assistance, and training—in fact, my own bill makes provisions for
such activities.
What I do object to is deferring the flow of funds to programs for

still another year. Where agencies and organizations are capable of
providing high-quality programs immediately, funds should be made
available.
For example, well-developed models for ongoing child-care programs

exist already in New York City, Chicago, Massachusetts, and Cali-
fornia. Technical assistance and planning are already in place. These
areas, among others, need money for programs.
In those parts of the country where moneys are needed for planning,

technical' assistance, and training, such funds should, of course be
available. On the other hand, we should not penalize those areas of
country with a long history of commitment to child care and highly
developed programs.
As we plan the use of the planning, technical assistance, and training

phase, it is important that Government agencies and teacher-training
institutes be urged to discover the healthy, creative, and neighborly
devices and solutions that families, parent groups, and community
groups all over the country have found to try to help families meet
their child-care needs.
With sensitive Government support, both the formal and informal

arrangements that families have made to provide care for their children
should be supported, expanded, and improved. Rigid and inflexible
Government regulation can overlook the ways people are already help-
ing themselves and replace these with cold, professional institutions.

This is a very serious question that I don't think any of the bills
that I have looked at have really dealt with adequately. I am not sure
I can give you the full answer as to how the program should be
resolved.
I think, in view of two things, first, the total inadequacy of the

funding levels being projected for this child care legislation and second,
the inability to immediately take care of children who are currently
without adequate supervision, we are required to find a way in which
to work out these problems. Perhaps the committee has considered it,
how we can more effectively deal with the problems of balancing the
health and welfare of children and families with some rather onerous
and very burdensome and very difficult regulations on a State-by-State
and local basis

' 
including rigid license requirements that are totally

out of line with what is necessary for fundamental safeguards.
I have not held that view all the time. Years back, I might never

have said this but I say this out of the realization that we are creating
an enormous problem for uncared children in this whole area of com-
prehensive child care.
Another provision of this legislation which merits close examination

is that which would allow funding for profitmaking child-care organi-
zations. Lam opposed to any such scheme.
The studies conducted both by the National Council of Jewish

Women and by the Child Welfare League have concluded that pro-
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prietary day-care centers are more concerned with maximizing profits
than they are with maximizing child welfare.

Illustrative of the problems created by proprietary child-care cen-
ters is the unfortunate trend toward the development of "chains" of
day-care centers during the past few years. The managers of these
centers, under the control of large corporate enterprises, maximize
profits by paying low wages to staff, establishing undesirably low-staff/
child ratios, omitting necessary auxiliary services, and using standard-
ized teaching equipment that fails to reflect the special needs of the
children in the centers.

Federal moneys must not be used to subsidize such questionable, low-
quality care. Rather, Federal moneys should be used to reinforce the
efforts of public and private nonprofit organizations to provide high-
quality care for all children who need it. Purely custodial care, how-
ever inexpensive, is not an acceptable alternative for our child-care
needs.
However I do recognize that many, many children are being cared

for in family day 
care, 

family day care group houses, and day care
centers that do have quality programs and are not traditional nonprofit
programs. These programs are not profitmaking in the sense that the
managers of a child care corporation seek to expand shareholders'
profits. These are quality neighborhood proprietary programs run by
seriously underpaid community residents—mostly women, for whom
this is a second income—who are deeply concerned about the welfare
of children and of their neighbors.

Legislation that would deny them, or the children and families that
they service, the extra assistance that they need and deserve is not
what I am proposing because that would ignore the reality that these
are the kinds of arrangements on which most American families rely.
I would like to endorse the emphasis in the Child and Family

Services Act on the voluntary nature of participation in the programs
to be funded under the legislation.
Most important, however, is the emphasis on the family which is

evident throughout the bill. Children cannot be isolated from the
problems faced by their families; thus, comprehensive child care is
most effective when it is organized to meet a wide range of family needs.
Child care should support, not fragment, families in the child-rear-

ing process. And it must view parents as preeminent in the child-
rearing process.
I would also like to comment on the proposal to make local educa-

tional agencies the presumed prime sponsor for all child-care programs.
To automatically make such agencies prime sponsors for comprehen-
sive child development programs would be clearly unwise.
Indeed, it contradicts the clearly stated objectives of the bill to pro-

vide comprehensive child care and family support programs.
Child care programs which meet this definition are not schools, and

school:, or even day care centers alone—cannot meet most families'
needs for child care, or for the support they need and deserve in raising
healthy children who can develop to their full potential.
I am not opposed to allowing local educational agencies to qualify

for prime sponsorships in cases in which such a designation would
serve a special purpose or be particularly appropriate.
However, our public schools have historically had as their primary

focus the education of the child. They are not organized nor do they

•
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function to add the important additional support and services to
families provided in the Child and Family Services Act, and by many
others which are in existence in child-care operations all over the
country.
I am therefore opposed to any legislation which gives the educational

agencies the presumed prime sponsorship for implementing these cru-
cial programs.

Philosophically, educational institutions or public education insti-
tutions are teacher, classroom, child-oriented, which is fine. These insti-
tutions certainly can't take care of evening and weekend child care.
Cooperative food efforts that exist in many of the child care centers,
the kind of babysitting operations that take place, the kind of delivery
of health services that are needed could hardly be provided by the
public schools.

Philosophically and functionally, they are not the kind of institu-
tions that must be developed to take care of the need for comprehensive
child and family services or child care oriented programs.
As I say, I can see a particular local educational structure being a

sponsor but I don't think it should be the rule.
Generally speaking, I have outlined some of the difficulties that I

have with the bill. I think generally it is a very fine bill in its focus.
I differ on the funding issue, on making money available sooner for
programs. I do believe we should press a little more for a provision
similar to what I have in my own bill for child-advocacy programs.
I think we have differences about how you get the best quality parent

representation. My bill provides more flexibility in this area.
I also have not discussed a subject which we have discussed much

in the past and that is, are we moving our child care realistically toward
a broader scope of the population? This has been the subject of much
conflict.
We of course have to take care of those who are disadvantaged,

first, but we have to move these programs more in the direction of
universal care.
One of the interesting problems that developed starting in 1971 when

we first discussed this whole issue is that we have an increasing number
of single parents, both male and female, who have to work or who have
to receive training or new education and, in many instances, their
hardships are enormous. This may be even more true in an economically
disadvantaged parents' family.
The question of the expansion of services to all who need them is a

real challenge to us. If you recall, the difference in our bills on this
is not major but I at least begin to perceive the issue by mandating
that we reduce the allocation for the economically disadvantaged from
65 percent to 60 to 55, over three years, therefore moving toward the
more universal approach.
Of course, you know my deep commitment to the economically dis-

advantaged people in this country. I don't have to state that. You know
I share your concerns on that issue, but I do feel that a comprehensive
program has to begin to be considered. It was a big issue, as you will
recall, in our discussion of your previous bill.
I think that pretty well summarizes my thoughts on the subject.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much, Ms. Abzug, for an excellent

statement. I think you have touched on a number of questions which
I had in mind.
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I would just make one general observation. I share your concern
that there be adequate program funds because of the size of the need.
I also agree that the judgments with respect to how much money we
should make available specifically for programs, and not research,
planning, and training, and in what years we make such moneys avail-
able are problems that involve both political and substantive decisions
of which I am sure you are aware.
I am grateful for your own expression of concern on that.
I probably will be talking to you a little bit more as we move into

the markup stage on this bill.
I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Cornell.
Mr. CORNELL. I should preface my questions by saying after seeing

the gentlewoman from New York's performance on the floor I know
better than to take issue with her.
I would like a little clarification.
I noted that you seem to speak rather favorably, of family day-care

centers that are of a proprietary nature.
Would you make an exception in that particular case?
Ms. ABZUG. I indicated that.
You see, as I explained in my testimony, I am going through various

changes in my thinking on the problem. I am separating out the stock
commercial day-care operation from the kind which has grown, up in
a very significant number of communities throughout the country as
a result of tremendous pressure for child care that have not been ful-
filled, either on the local, State, or Federal level. Therefore, I have
made this distinction in my general opposition to the commercial
day-care corporations whose goal is to make a profit and run like a
chain operation.
We have found that very concerned communities, who are involved

with family care, child care, family oriented care, have found these
substitutes. There is very little money involved in it, a little additional
income for the neighbor, the neighbors who volunteer get some addi-
tional funds out of this. I think these excellent services have to be
encouraged and given support to make them more adequate.
That is not what I am testifying against today.
We have to find a way in the markup to deal with that distinction.
Mr. CORNELL. That is what I was wondering about.
Earlier, Dorothy Lansdale of the Council of Jewish Women testi-

fied here. Then you have a group which I presume you are familiar
with that represented the Licensed Family Day Care Association of
New York State. The president of that group appeared as a part of
a panel before the committee. She gave an example that showed day
care centers earnings of $3,377 and expenditures of over $2,000.
Actually, it came out as making about 30 cents an hour.
I presume you make an exception to that particular proprietary

operation?
MS. ABZITG. I indicated that in my testimony and in my comments.
Mr. CORNELL. I did want a clarification on that.
Also, in speaking about the proprietary type day-care centers you

did mention rigid licensing. If we had right licensing and checking of
high standards, would this not eliminate the dangers you have
mentioned?
Ms. ABECrG. Well, it does not eliminate the danger.
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I can assure you that the proprietary type of child care center,
because they operate on a larger margin of profit, will find ways in
which to comply and, of course in some instances, they don't. That is
not the only issue.
My problem in the licensing and regulation question area has been

that we find that we have some very fine day-care facilities and very
fine day-care operations, to which, for whatever the reasons, regula-
tions and licensing in all parts of the country, are applied in a very
bureaucratic way, eliminating a lot of potentially good day care.
As I said in my remarks on this, I haven't figured out how to deal

with that but we must find a way, because until we can provide the
kind of service, the funding that we desperately need, we are going
to have to find a way maybe purely in the locality, perhaps in the
State, as well, in which we can give a greater case-by-case consideration.
Mr. CORNELL. One last question.
I noticed in your bill you mentioned $2 billion for the first year,

$3 billion, and then $4 billion.
Ms. ABZUG. Right.
Mr. CORNELL. In view of the present situation of which we are well

aware, the attitude of the administration, do you think this would be
realistic?
Ms. ABZUG. Well, I have a different standard of realism. Mine is

based on need, not on some phony economic concepts of what our
priorities are.
I happen to believe that the priorities in this country should be on

programs that affect people and certainly start at the ground floor with
our children. Therefore, I believe not only child and family care but
the whole range of social services for individuals is one of the serious
questions that one can raise as to whether we are really in an advanced
stage of civilization or not.
There are countries in Europe which for 100 years have had services

we don't yet have.
I happen to disagree with the priority of where our funding should

go. I think they have to go to helping people grow up, to be fed,
clothed, housed, people cared for when they are sick and cared for
when they are old. It is a position I have had for a long time. It is
one in which I have had enormous difficulty with those who have
occupied the White House, whoever they have been, for a considerable
period of time.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you very much.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Hall.
Mr. HALL. Good morning. I want to welcome the gentlelady from

New York. I do agree with a great deal of what you have stated.
Not only your testimony but other testimony I have heard thi▪ s

morning has been critical of public school systems. As one who has
spent 14 years in the public schools of Illinois, I think I have to say
that on balance, the public school system has served us very well.
I think back to when we initiated the Head Start program in thi▪ s

country. There probably weren't 12 places in the United States that
had a preschool program or preschool curriculum. I think traditionally
and historically we have turned to the public schools because we felt
there was no other place to go.

Traditionally, our public schools were supposed to concentrate on
the three R's, but in fact over the years we have come to demand and
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expect more of them. I think we are unfair in the harsh criticism that
I have heard this morning of the local and public school agencies. I
think there was nowhere else to go.
I think in starting the preschool and Head Start program, we auto-

matically turned to the public schools because they were closer to the
problem than anyone else at that time.
I would like the record to show that is my sentiment with regard to

public schools.
Ms. ABZITG. Let me correct the record, if I may.
My testimony did not go into any criticism that I might or might

not have of the local public education system at all. I merely suggest,
if you read my testimony over carefully and my remarks that I added,
that is not what I am addressing myself to at all.
What I suggest is that for the purposes of family child care and the

philosophy and the focus of a program as enunciated in this bill, it
seems to me it is totally inconsistent to have the public education insti-
tution carry the sole responsibility for spending.
I think that the problems that have occurred over the years in child

and family care indicate that they are different.
I pose some of those questions, and I will be glad to repeat them to

you.
If one thinks about the general support services that are desperately

needed in any child care program, you have to admit it is an enormous
problem, the way in which the public institution of education is struc-
tured now, to deal with the questions of weekend, 24-hour child care,
to deal with the question of babysitting, to deal with the question of
providing various support services, food, nutrition, in the way the
child-care groups have been doing all over the country.
In many instances, the formation of various cooperative efforts, the

provision of child advocacy, counseling, health services is entirely
different when it is provided through the child care centers than in the
schools.
The whole question of family counseling is on a different basis. The

public schools are the whole problem of providing information and
growing, developing more and more services. I think it is just not
structured.
I do say that in some local situations a public school could provide

service in a way that would make it the best prime sponsor.
I think one very important question that I am sure has not been

considered is the difference between a local public educational system
and a child care system. One is compulsory under the law and the other
really is not, and it raises a whole host of other laws and other applica-
tions that I think would result in enormous difficulties.
I think the fact that maybe the local school or public educational

structure or institution could be a prime sponsor is something that
interests me, and one should certainly consider it, but to make such
institutions presumed prime sponsor in the light of all these unan-
swered questions and fundamental differences in development I think
would be a terrible error.
Mr. HALL. I am trying to find out exactly who the prime sponsor

should really be.
Ms. ABZUG. I think the bill sets up a process which is one that I

approve of. States and localities are given the first opportunity to be-
come the sponsors.
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Mr. HALL. I have seen what I consider very excellent Head Start
programs that really had no professional staff, for the most part. I
think maybe we are on dangerous ground when we assume that in light
of the problem of children in day-care centers that the parents know
what is best for them.
Ms. ABZUG. My goodness, you are destroying the whole basis of our

society by saying that.
Mr. HALL. I think maybe we have to say that.
Well, I thank you.
Mr. BRADEMAS. Thank you very much. I think you can seen from our

questions that your statement has been stimulating.
Again, I express my personal appreciation for your tenacious sup-

port and action in this field. Thank you very much.
Ms. ABZUG. Thank you. I am sure you will be hearing further from

many people from the area from whence I come. On Friday, they are
coming down, and I am sure you will get more intense discussion of
some of these issues. Thank you very much.
Mr. BRADEMAS. The Chair wants to observe that there are two more

witnesses to be heard from, and wonders if the gentleman from Wis-
consin could, after the quorum call, return to the Chair to hear them
then.
I thank the gentleman.
The subcommittee will be in recess and the gentleman from Wiscon-

sin will reconvene the subcommittee at the end of the quorum call to
hear Ms. Betti Whaley from New York and Mr. Carlyle Cox from
Georgia.
The Chair apologizes that he must go to another meeting at this

point. But he leaves you in good hands with Mr. Cornell.
The committee is recessed.
[A brief recess was taken.]
Mr. CORNELL [presiding]. I understand our last panel today will be

representatives of city officials, Betti Whaley from New York, and
Carlyle Cox from Gainesville, Georgia.

STATEMENT OF BETTI S. WHALEY, COMMISSIONER, AGENCY FOR
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, NEW YORK, ACCOMPANIED BY LIZ ROB-
BINS, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS, AGENCY FOR CHILD DE-
VELOPMENT, NEW YORK

Ms. WHALEY. My name is Betti S. Whaley. I am the commissioner of
the Agency for Child Development in New York City.
I am grateful for this opportunity to appear before you to discuss

the Child hnd Family Services Act of 1975.
I also would like to commend both Mr. Brademas and Senator

Mondale for the tenacity of their efforts which has been evident over
the years.
ACD administers the city's publicly funded 417 group day care

centers, 1,800 licensed family day care provider homes, and 119 Head
Start centers. These programs offer children and families comprehen-
sive services that extend far beyond sound early childhood educations,
programing to include health services, nutrition guidance, parent in-
volvement programs, and professional referral services to link families
with a broad range of community-based health and social services.
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There are four powerful reasons for my active support of the Child
and Family Services Act, although it embodies other issues which de-
serve further consideration.
Three of these reasons have been discussed at some length in the

testimony you have already heard. I will, therefore, only allude to
them briefly; they are:
The substantial unmet need in New York City for preschool services

and the great number of children who would and should benefit from
these services, the critical need for funds even to maintain our current
level of services and the need for additional funding that will permit
a further expansion of services to children and families to broaden the
base of badly needed service and program components not now avail-
able because of the restrictions affecting program, eligibility and 'avail-
able dollar amounts under our current source of funding.
The bill before us addresses these issues with admirable insight and

perception and promises a comprehensive family policy that will make
integrated services available to America's children and their families.
The fourth issue which relates to the delivery system envisioned for

the implementation of those services I will address in detail later in
my testimony.
The 53,000 children aged 3 months to 12 years serviced by ACD's

Group Day 
Care, 

Family Day Care and Head Start programs repre-
sent fewer than 15 percent of New York City's eligible children under
the existing economic and social eligibility criteria mandated under
title IV—A.
We serve only 8 percent of those children under age 6 for whom

services could be made available by the provisions of S. 626 and H.R.
2967.
ACD services 43,000 preschoolers; 2,000 similarly aged children are

enrolled in the public school's prekindergarten part-day program; and
70,000 children are enrolled in regular kindergarten classes, for a total
of 115,000.
There are 743,000 children under age 6 in New York City.
In a city in which the number of single-parent households has in-

creased 30 percent in the last decade and in which babysitting for
working women can, under the minimum wage, cost $100 a week, it is
safe to assume that a substantial number of those children are cur-
rently in need of subsidized full-day services.

Clearly, the present level of those services is woefully inadequate.
Even for those mothers who need child care and can afford the going

rate in privately-supported nursery schools, the picture is not much
brighter. There are fewer than 25,000 slots in licensed private group
day care programs, and few of these are open for the full working day.
The urgency of the legislation now under consideration becomes

crystal-clear when viewed in light of the diminishing base of financial
support for child and family services in New York City that has been
causecj by both the Federal ceiling on social services and the increasing
restraints on State and local support.
That portion of the State's $223 million entitlement for 'ocial serv-

ices that is allocated for day care is certainly significant; nevertheless,
it is static. Were that amount to be increased, the other social services
funded from the entitlement grant and which also are presently ineli-
gible for additional Federal funds would have to be cut back.
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Therefore, and given the further fact that the cost of doing busi-
ness has sharply increased, the finite amount now allocated for daycare
is, in the most real sense possible actually decreasing.
The imposition in 1972 of the Federal ceiling of $2.5 billion for na-

tionwide human services had a number of immediate and disastrous
results on program plans that had been designed by ACD to meet
critical and identified need. New York's share of this money amounted
to approximately one-third the dollar amount received from the Fed-
eral Government in 1971. We still suffer from the steps that were then
made necessary.
And, Oven New York City's current fiscal plight and the "austerity"

and "crisis" budgets that have become necessary, it is unlikely at best
that local funds to augment our program will be forthcoming.
To understand the true meaning of my concern with our inability to

provide expanded and refined services to New York City's children
and their families, in ways that will ensure the development of chil-
dren's maximum potential and also enhance family viability, it would
be well to review briefly what ACD now offers.
Since its creation by Executive order of the mayor in July 1971, and

in accordance with Federal and State mandates, ACD has served chil-
dren from a wide variety of families. A small percentage comes from
families where the parents or guardians are incapacitated or neces-
sarily absent from the home.
Another small percentage consists of child welfare cases, child ne-

glect or child abuse.
Ninety-one and one-half percent of our children's parents, however,

are either employed, in training, or actively seeking employment.
The emphasis of ACD's programing has always been on the develop-

ment of the total child within the context of the family. In addition
to the mandated employment of a fully credentialed educational staff
in every center, we require a full range of services that extend far
beyond even the best early childhood education.
Family counselors are employed by each center to address the social

needs of the child and his family by seeking out the full range of com-
munity-based health and social services resources and making appro-
priate referrals. All centers are required to implement comprehensive
onsite health programs or develop close links with community health
and social services.
Parent training workshops in such areas as health, mental health,

nutrition, child development and child-rearing techniques are part
of center level programing. The result has been an increasingly re-
sponsive and vocal day care community which considerably enhances
the services to our children.
But parent involvement is only half of true community involvement

and each is essential if programs for children are to accurately reflect
local needs. If day care is most responsibly delivered on the local level
by community-based groups—and, in my opinion, it is—then it is
necessary to develop the capability of community groups to serve as
effective sponsors.
ACD early implemented a policy which has proved most beneficial.

Every new sponsor is interviewed and trained in depth by ACD tech-
nical, legal, and fiscal staff. In this way the sponsoring group benefits
from ACD's experience and expertise and ACD becomes more re-
sponsive to community aspirations.
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Although the foregoing briefly describes the services ACD now
makes available, it does not reflect its earlier plans for expanding and
refining those services. Those plans remain urgently in need of
implementation.
One reason alone precludes this—the lack of funds. Prior to the

imposition of the Federal ceiling and while title TV—A funds were
open-ended, we made rapid progress along the road to the truly com-
prehensive services I still envision.
We investigated and ascertained the need for infinitely broader based

infant services, so that mothers who wish to, may return to work before
their children are old enough for group care.
In the entire city of New York there are only 359 publicly funded

infant day care slots. We sought to expand our services to children be-
tween the ages of 6, when they enter the public school system, and age
12, the legal maximum age for day care services, so that children of
this age would be properly cared for between the end of the school
day and their mothers' return from work.
We ascertained that substantial numbers of eligible children have

parents who hold nighttime jobs and sought to implement a program to
accommodate the care of children during those hours.
We allocated training funds to centers at the rate of $150 per child so

that the centers could, with professional guidance from ACD staff, de-
sign training programs in conjunction with colleges, universities, and
training institutions all over the city to meet the specific standards of
their staffs.
We had morally committed ourselves to more than 200 additional

program sponsors but were required to withdraw our commitments
despite the fact that many groups had already obligated themselves to
architects and contractors. In fact, we were required to renege on every
obligation which was not contractual in nature.
There were other important needs we tried to meet. Neither program

nor educational materials, for example, are available in the native
language of a substantial percentage of the city's residents. Bilingual
staff, educational and administrative, are needed in centers in which
many if not most of the families we serve speak a language other than
English.

Children with special needs of all kinds, including those who are
physically handicapped, suffer from learning disabilities, are retarded
or emotionally disturbed, have been and remain neglected, not only in
New York City but all over the country.
Some years ago we in ACD were very excited with the fact that we

had sigend a mutually advantageous contract with the city's Depart-
ment of Mental Health and Mental Retardation so that we could, at
no additional cost to either agency, offer services to mentally retarded
children.
The vision was glowing; the light of reality was substantially dim-

med. Our plan to integrate these children with the so-called "normal
child" in expanded services all over the city was impossible because
expansion became impossible; the Bureau of Mental Retardation,
through which the special services to these children would have been
made possible, suffered a similar cutback in funding.
The result is that five centers in New York serve just over 100 re-

tarded children, and there is little or no prospect of expanding those
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services with our current level of funding. And for the orthopedically
handicapped or learning-disabled child, the prospects are even gloom-
ier ; for other than title TV—A funds, no additional funds whatever are
now or have ever been available to meet their needs.

Despite the constraints outlined above, New York City has realized
many of its objectives in terms of meeting the comprehensive needs of
its children and families. The reason for this extends far beyond the
availability of funds, comprehensive and quality programs or coordi-
nated program planning.
Rather, the principal reason for New York's success relates to the

underlying comprehensive and effective delivery system. It is the only
system, in my opinion, that is in a position to render quality services
that are responsive to the communities it is designed to serve. It is, in
fact, remarkably similar to the prime sponsorship outlined in the leg-
islation now before us.
For two reasons, then, I believe that the significant components that

have made all this possible are worthy of review, particularly in light
of the provisions of the legislation before us today.

First, we have accomplished many of the goals and overall intent
of the Child and Family Services Act through a delivery system re-
markably similar to that outlined in the bill.
Second, since our success is equally attributable to some refinements

of the prime sponsorship delivery system not addressed in the bill, we
thought a discussion of such would be valuable to the committee.
One of the major advantages of the delivery system prescribed in

the Child and Family Services Act as embodied in the bill's prime spon-
sorship concept, particularly its emphasis on unit of local government
and child and family services plan, is its reinforcements of the fact that
these grow from an overview of the comprehensive child and family
service needs of the community and the concommitant for meeting
these needs through provision of comprehensive and coordinated
services.
For the same reasons an effective child and family services plan

might be difficult to develop if it were the charge of a local child and
family services council that represented either only one segment of the
community or one of the various child and family services, I do not
believe that the purposes of this bill lend themselves to accomplishment
under a system through which the prime sponsor is a lead agency that
delivers one of but many child and- family services.
In this case, no matter what the child and family services plan might

suggest, the tendency would not be toward development of a compre-
hensive assessment as to what services were needed and the best mech-
anism to deliver them.
Rather, it would or could result in a plan that narrowly focused on

its own delivery system and a program that, by undermining the avail-
ability of program options, would fail to respond to the need of those
who receive the service.
Children and families have diverse needs and those needs must be

met by diversified approaches. It is not for the institution or admin-
istrative mechanism to determine what parents must have, what kind
of service is the single best one for children.

Just as some children flourish on full day care in groups of their
peers, others benefit more from the one-to-one mothering relationship
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that is available through family day care. Similarly, not all parents
are comfortable with or in need of the same kind of service. I think we
need mechanisms to assure that.

Therefore, I support the priority in prime sponsorship system given
to local governments; this unit is the one institution that both delivers
the widest variety of services and, by definition, equitably considers
need in all communities.
The New York City child care system is similar to the provisions of

the bill for three reasons: One, it grew from a service plan—in this case
a report of the task force on early childhood education, a unit like the
Child and Family Services Council in composition and original
purpose.
The task force on early childhood education was appointed by the

mayor in 1970 in response to public demand for increased day care and
services needs of working women to evaluate the status of clay care
in New York City and recommended a comprehensive plan for
improvement.
Two, the report was therefore similar to the child and family serv-

ices plan; and, three, for this reason and the fact that the mayor took
the responsibility for the recommended improvements and expansion
of child care services, the unit of local government was the prime
sponsor.
The success of New York City's efforts here, however, relate to parts

of our experience that go beyond the definition of prime sponsorship in
the bill. By this I mean the nature of the establishment, mission and
role of ACD.

Prior to that time, group day care, family day care and Head Start
were administered by three city agencies, each with its own priorities,
its own goals and its own administrative mechanisms. Nowhere was
there a central administering body in a position to take a broader view,
to evaluate needs in terms both of demand in given geographic areas,
and the overall need of children and families.
Nowhere was there a central body, properly staffed, that could or

did take hold of the administrative reins to insure accountability, moni-
tor programs to insure that enrolled children met all Federal and State
eligibility criteria, investigate and assist sponsoring community groups
to ascertain their probable effectiveness, work with the community on
a continuing basis to explore its needs and wishes and to coordinate
resources and design programs that offer families options.
There was no single body to advocate on behalf of the comprehen-

sive needs of children and families. There was no mechanism to insure
an equitable distribution of services reflective of community need and
worthy of the support of that community. There was no means by
which to insure fiscal and program accountability and otherwise play
an active role in securing the support of the public whose city tax
dollars support that program.
There was no possibility of a thoughtful analysis of existing and new

Federal, State, and local policy bearing on child care programs, let
alone of an organized and vigorous effort to assure that such policy
supported New York City's child and family service needs.
The ACD established by the mayor in response to the primary rec-

ommendation of the task force on early childhood education does all
of this and more.
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In light of the New York City experience in effecting much of what
the Child and Family Services Act requires of all communities which
want to participate in the programs it authorizes, I would recommend
that the bill be amended to permit the unit of local government to
select and establish the administrating agency just as it does in CETA.
I would amend my comment by saying: The local child and family
council should certainly participate in that decisionmaking process.
I would also suggest the committee consider expanding, along the

lines of our experience, both the act's criteria for selection of the ad-
ministrative agency and the definition of its nature and purpose.
My primary recommendation in this regard would be to give

priority consideration to agencies that are arms of the local govern-
ment which do not actually operate programs. This would increase
the government's stake in a program that would not exist save for the
local treasury's commitment to meeting local share requirements.
It would also accomplish one of the act's major goals as reflected

in its reorganization of and its charge to the Federal Child and Fam-
ily Services bureaucracy—in fact, the act's overall purpose.

Specifically it would commit government to the business of expand-
ing and improving both child and family services and the commu-
nity's ability to begin to think along the lines of a child and family
services policy and organize its total human services system to reflect
that policy. Along this line, I would recommend the revision of sec-
tions 104(a) (b), 105(4) (b) (3), 106(a) (13) (16), and 107(a) (b).
I can envision the mandating of an agency whose mission would be

defined, at a minimum, as that of an administrator, standard-setter,
evaluator, technical assistant and grantmaker whose definition did not
minimize the important role that the local child and family services
council must play and whose creation or establishment took into ac-
count, with a view toward coordinated and comprehensive child and
family services, agencies and systems already delivering such services.
This is especially important with regard to the effect of title XX. The
coordination, I think, is extremely critical and should take into ac-
count the matter of the prime sponsor.
Further recommendations with regard to delivery systems concern

the development of Federal criteria and regulation. There are reasons,
of course, to be concerned about the possibility of their contravening
the intent of laws or at least to substantially alter the programs estab-
lished therein.

Certainly one justification for such an attitude would be the social
service regulations which were suspended by Congress a couple years
ago and one in which Senator Mondale played a significant role.
I am concerned, as an administrator, with two things: (1) the un-

derstandable limitations on congressional ability to know every finite
administrative mechanism in place in human services throughout the
country and those that might need to be created in order to implement
quality services and (2) the failure, on the other hand, of Federal
executive agencies, who should know better, to reflect these very things
in their regulations. Both might pose some unnecessary and serious
obstacles to implementation of the Child and Family Services Act.
I commend the committee's decision to review the Federal fee-scale

criteria but query if this is a feasible solution with regard to all the
regulations and criteria the act mandates, in particular the regula-
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tions regarding approval of prime sponsorship applications programs
and child and family services plans, evaluation, monitoring of com-
pliance standards, withholding of grants, and the evaluation of nutri-
tion services.
To recommend, on the other hand, that Congress review only those

regulations and criteria that appear to have broad effect would .not
necessarily be any more feasible. The importance of some regulations
is not readily obvious without prior notion of both the Federal Gov-
ernment's conception of, and local program administrators' experience
with, the issues at hand.
Even the choice of forms used to claim eligibility or reimbursement

can, depending on the type and amount of the information required
and its reflection of the unique nature and staff capabilities of the
program, serve to actually prohibit programs otherwise eligible for a
service from actually receiving it. We have come out of 2 years of
experience where a certain form was challenged in court. So I do not
say this lightly.

Consequently I would recommend further investigation by your
committees into the probable nature and scope of the Federal regula-
tions and criteria required in the act. As a beginning, this investigation
might involve an effort to elicit from both the appropriate Federal
agencies and local child and family service administrators their
thoughts on these requirements.
Though the committee's intention, with regard to the Federal fee-

scale criteria, to be the final arbitrator of this important matter is
commendable, I would still recommend that this criteria not be exempt
from requirements under the act.
My concern here is not based on any disagreement with the act's

mandate that HEW develop fee-scale criteria and not fee scales or
with the act's further limitation of the Federal role as reflected in
the conditions it puts on these criteria, nor do I disagree with the
positive role in the development of the actual fee scale assigned by the
act to the local prime sponsor.
New York's first concern stems from the vivid memory of the in-

appropriate if not unjust Head Start fee scale and title TV-A fee
scale guidelines that were develoned by HEW—this despite the fact
that the regulations contravene the intent of the Economic Opportu-
nity Act and specific requirements in the Social Security Act that fees
be reasonable and related to the family's ability to pay.
My second concern is the vagueness of the bill on the subject. It is

not clear, for example, if in view of the three things which determine
a fee schedule's ultimate effect, (1) the percentage of income increases
a family's pay in fees, (2) the precise definition of a family's ability
to pay in terms of, for example, deductions for work expenses, taxes,
extraordinary expenses, or other items that might determine disposa-
ble income—we have, a great deal of debate around Federal, State, and
local levels of what constitutes disposable income—and (3) the con-
sideration of assets, if the act should be more or less specific.
There is also the question of what effect the act's use of the BLS

lower living standard would have on the fee schedule's ability to
reflect families' true ability to pay in States or in regions where the
BLS is uniform.
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These are debatable and I don't have the answers to all these ques-
tions but I think they need to be considered.
The final question of whether these concerns fit neatly into further

justification for the act's reliance on local prime sponsors so as to
suggest no Federal criteria or whether they might result in a more
elaborate mandate for Federal criteria is thus unresolved and the ulti-
mate reason why I believe the matter deserves further attention by
your committees.
Finally a few words on some other issues worthy of note. With regard

to service to handicapped, bilingual, and other so-called special serv-
ices, the act's requirement that these services be considered in the child
and family services plan mandates their development along with and
as an integral part of the child and family services system established
in each community.
The act thus recognizes these services not as special but essential

and goes a long way toward assuring their provision as such. I again
commend the legislation for incorporating this.
I am concerned, however, that the set-aside of funds at the Federal

level for services to handicapped could still be implemented in such a
way as to mitigate these advantages by requiring quotas and/or label-
ing. We made a very important move in making sure those special
groups are considered essential in the plan. I think we need to take a
careful look as to how set-aside funds are made.
Therefore, I recommend that the committee consider criteria for

the disbursement of the Federal set-aside or at least elicit and con-
sider HEW's plans for such.
In summary, we feel that the Child and Family Services Act of

1975, as I said earlier, goes a long way toward establishing a national
goal for families and children which I think is long overdue. Thank
you.
Mr. CORNELL. Thank you very much. This is the sort of thing that

the committee wants and needs. Mr. Cox.

STATEMENT OF CARLYLE COX, DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVEL-
OPMENT, GAINESVILLE, GA., ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL
LEAGUE OF CITIES

Mr. Cox. I am Carlyle Cox from Gainesville, Ga., testifying on
behalf of the National League of Cities, which represents in excess
of 15,000 cities.
Our city, although it is very small, 16,000 in a metro area of about

50,000, has been interested in day care and child development and a
broad spectrum of social services.
At the present time, we have in excess of a million dollars in various

sorts of funds coming in for our child development programs. This
is matched by the local community.
We find that quite often we wind up going through several layers

to finally secure the money and match it in order to utilize it.
We would like to speak to that a little later.
Ideally, of course, -what we would like is to have the money to

meet the total needs of our community. At the present time, that
course is not available. What we wind up doing in some instances on a
day-to-day basis is that we have child care needs and we find that
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we try to move the children from location to location for whatever
programs that they may be eligible for in order that we can make
sure that each slot that we have funded is filled, but also where
some children may be eligible for more than one type service we get
them into that type to maximize the number of children we can serve.
I might say that this sort of disjointed, uncoordinated system is

not really meeting much of the local need. The city, in fact, set up a
Department of Social Services just to meet this kind of intermediate
movement to deal with the total needs of the family with regard to
income, without regard to eligibility for a program, and we in turn
serve as the advocate in order to provide the total number of services
and not just the services that that particular program is scheduled to
pay for or through the State plan is written in as eligible services
but the services the family needs from whatever agency it may be
provided. •
If we had additional money under the present programs, it still

would not solve the problems.
The problems are that we have a lot of people who are not eligible

for some of the services. Therefore, they can either pay a pretty high
cost on private day care or they don't have an opportunity to par-
ticipate in child care.
The arrangements that are often made are not suitable for the

family, to say nothing of meeting the needs of the children.
We feel the prime sponsorship is so important because the real

coordination that is going to happen and the local decisionmaking that
is going to happen is going to be at the local level. A State plan
can be devised but the local community providing the matching must
carry it out.
As you have heard this morning, a great deal of the matching

money in these programs ultimately comes from the local community.
The local government has not always in the past taken the respon-
sibility but I think our experience shows that there is a capacity and
willingness to take on these kinds of efforts.
We feel one of the programs in our community which has been

very successful has been what we have carried out under the former
title IV—A, now the title XX effort. That is where the department
of the city where I direct serves as the prime sponsor on behalf of the
city.
We do the grantsmanship; we do the writing and put together the

program and subcontract it out with the local board of education. This
means that they are carrying out a program which has been designed
not to meet their criteria but designed to meet the needs of the partic-
ular children that they are going to serve.
By doing this, we can make sure by evaluation, by monitoring, by

keeping close tabs on it, that they are meeting the objectives of the
program and not meeting the objectives of their agency. I think this
can be carried over in many other areas.
Without going too far into this, I think the capacity becomes the

key kind of word in the local community and that is that if the com-
munities are the prime sponsors, and we very much support this con-
cept, we think the capacity can be developed where it is not developed
and that this can provide a base in which many different programs can
be integrated and interfaced.
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We feel that the proposed legislation will provide for local com-
munities such as ours to be prime sponsors. This would add another
tool in our hands to link things together where they are happening on
a day-to-day basis and it can meet the needs of that particular com-
munity where sometimes on a broader basis of a total State plan or in
a national plan the general objectives can be achieved but that might
not be what is needed in that particular community for those children.
Another area I would like to speak to is the broadness of the

legislation.
Quite often I think local governments have shied away from becom-

ing involved in putting in money to assist in programs because it is
serving generally only one group of people, so much of it has served
only the low-income families.
I think local governments feel a lot better about meeting more the

needs of the total community rather than just the low-income families.
This need is felt and met but there are other needs that are not met
in many of the other pieces of legislation.
We hope that through this piece of legislation the integration of

services on a broader basis could take place so that we can maximize
all the dollars, particularly the Federal dollars, as well as the local
dollars impacting on our community.
We should support very strongly the list of eligible 'activities in

this legislation.
As the committee well knows, there is a real tension that exists

always in saying how many services should we provide versus how
many day care slots or child development slots we can create.
I think quite often we find in State plans, as well as in other levels,

that what happens is that we limit the number of services in order that
we may increase the number of children we serve. That can be debated
a long time. I think what we need is something that can provide a
broader base of services in our community.

Also, I think the local side provides an effort to link together the
existing services and we try to say, instead of paying for all the serv-
ices again, so to speak, when there is local money as well as State
money providing community services, tap that resource and tie it in
without having to pay for it again.
This maximizes the efforts of the community and says we can offer

a service without paying for it, as I say, a second time.
There are certain structure provisions in the bills that I would like

to speak to.
The first one that we see, the wide discretion given to the Secretary

in determining appropriate prime sponsors, in understanding the in-
tent of the act to make eligible as prime sponsor the units of govern-
ment, to have the capability, experience and commitment, this is very
nice but we also realize that quite often they cut off many local govern-
ments from assuming this.
I support the general approach here but I think that, given the phil-

osophical and bureaucratic bias of HEW and the regulations that
would likely come out of this, you would find only the largest local
governments would be able to be prime sponsors.
I think if we come to something a little closer to what has been the

CETA arrangement and even modifying that to say that we look at
capacity, and I have two suggestions I will only mention, one that we
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would invite the local general purpose governments that want to act
as priine sponsors to apply and show their capability and so forth, also
that the Secretary would be in a position not of accepting but only of
refusing requests where you can point out that better arrangements
would more adequately serve the people.
Such language as this would permit a small community such as

Gainesville to be a prime sponsor and more adequately, we feel, to
meet the needs of our community than would be met by a statewide
program.
A related problem that we would be concerned with is the child and

family services counseling. I have some reservations about this. It
seems that every time we deal with a piece of legislation it is presumed
there are no local councils doing anything in these fields already. We
wind up with more different kinds of different local councils than
we can deal with.
In the community development legislation, our city took on about

8 or 10 such community groups and linked them into one strong group
that deals with the total need of the community. This involves all the
way from the local elected officials to the people who are professionals
to the paraprofessionals, as well as to the consumers of the service.
So, I think that there are other ways of getting at this than to set

up something that is very rigid and something that possibly can be
limited to carrying out the full intent.
I have no quarrel with the child and family service councils or the

parents' policy councils but I think they need to be given enough lati-
tude that they can be functional in a maximum way on a local level.
I believe the congressional intent spelled out in the general language

and responsibility place on HEW to insure local arrangements meet-
ing the congressional intent and related to professional input and the
program design conducted but a really set structure I think would
create groups that would not, in fact, meet that arrangement, nor
would it be beneficial to the people we are trying to serve.
I think that many of the functions that would be in a child and

family services committee might be more adequately carried out in
some more modified way.

There are three things I would like to quickly mention that are
missing from the Senate bill but included in the House bill.
One is a strong support of the paraprofessional. I think this is very

important. We have seen it in our community where paraprofessionals
have been able to not only come in on the ground floor but, by the
development of a career ladder, be able to move on in the other kinds of
training advancement where they may become professionals or even
move into related fields but a paraprofessional, I think, must have a
strong role in this proposed legislation.
The second area that the House bill addresses which is very im-

portant is the need for support for construction of facilities where
existing public and private facilities are inadequate. We have long
since been trying to carry out a number of programs in very inade-
quate facilities. I think that addressing this in some of the suggested
ways is very important.

Finally, I think that it is important that we look at the House ver-
sion to see that one of the criteria for selection of a prime sponsor is
the ability to serve the needs of the affected children and their families.
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I think that without this type of provision the other measures to direct
moneys to more.established institutions locally that have been dealing
with this will result in not the best use but a more inadequate use of
the funding.
I think in conclusion that there are several factors that a local com-

munity can bring to the type of legislation that should be carefully
weighted and then local communities be given the opportunity to con-
tinue their efforts in this field and to build upon them in order that we
can maximize not only the funds that are available and interface them
but also to create a better understanding at the local level as well as
the other levels of government that the services really happen in that
local community.
Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Cox follows:]
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I am Carlyle Cox, the Community Development Director from Gainesville,

Georgia. Gainesville is a small community of about 16,000 population in a

metro area of about 50,000 in Hall county.

The city of Gainesville presently has twenty (20) licensed child devel-

opment centers serving 1627 children and youth. Five of these centers are

public child care facilities, serving 727 young people, and are funded through

Head Start, Appalachia and Title 4A funds with the matching share coming from

local cash and in kind. This is approximately a $1 million program. These

centers are operated by different agencies: the Community Action Agency as

well as the local Board of Education through subcontracts.

The second group of centers, and the largest group, is private day care

centers. We have ten (10) private day care or child development centers which

serve 772 children and youth.

The third category is quasi-public centers operated by church and civic

groups. There are two such centers serving 128 children. These are basically

supported by private charitable funds with the children paying a very small

fee to attend.

Ideally, what we would like to see in our community is a program that

provides enough day care slots to meet the entire needs *of the community. At

the present time, almost all of our various programs, both public and private,

meet only the needs of certain young people and children based on either govern-

mental requirements for eligibility, or private requirements of the program

operators. So what we have is a very disjointed, uncoordinated qstem that is

not really meeting much of the local need.
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Even if there were additional monies available under present program

sources, the community's broader needs would still not be met as each of the

existing programs is designed in such a way as to serve only specific areas

or sets of persons, such as low-income families or those participating in CETA

or some other operation. Consequently, funding additional slots would still

leave out many people who need the service but do not fit into specific categories.

Our city and county are very interested in the proposed legislation that

would set up prime sponsors on a local basis because this would begin to offer

us the opportunity for coordination and decision-making as to how we could

best utilize the various resources in the community. It would also offer us

a central base of operation to begin to link programs together.

In the city of Gainesville one of the programs that we feel has been

most successful has been the program funded under Title 4A Child Development

Program in which the city through its department of Community Development is

the prime contractor. This agency then subcontracts with the local Board of

Education. Because the city agency is not actually doing the work, we have

the ability to do the evaluation, the monitoring and the administrative over-

sight to insure that all of the services that are needed by the children in

the program can be properly met. We don't charge any administrative costs;

this is carried on just as an additional service by our regular staff. So

that the total amount of 4A money that comes into our city is used for direct

services. We can do that because of the way our city government is set up.

We also utilize, through the state and other means, professionals who

look at our program to see how it can, be improved, and whether or not we are
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achieving the objectives that we set out to achieve. I can't emphasize

too much how important I feel a local management and evaluation effort can

be in giving direction and scope to a program. If the agency operating

child care services is doing the grant writing, the administration, as well

as the operation, they tend to become so close to the program that the

agency begins to look at their own interests as the highest priority for

evaluating the program expenditures, rather than the specific objectives

the money is designed to meet.

Without going deeply into this, I feel that the role of a prime spon-

sor in this legislation is very important and that many communities, such

as ours, even though they are small, have the capacity and have the ability

to not only plan, administer, and manage the program, but also to monitor

the program and keep adjusting it to meet changing needs of the particular

locality. This is missed in a large state-wide effort because the state

cannot design tailor made programs for each community.

We feel that the proposed legislation that would provide for local

communities, local governments such as ours, to be the prime sponsor puts

another tool in our hands to more effectively serve the total community.

We see this as the beginning of how we meet the needs of children and fami-

lies in a more precise, more realistic way than just by adding a new program.

Another area I would like to address is the broadness of this legisla-

tion as far as who can be served. The proposed legislation is a braod-based

child and family services program that would try to look at the needs not

only of the child itself, but the child in its relationship to the total

family and what other needs might be. It is not only for the low and moder-
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ate income families, but also for middle income families that have needs in

child care. A lot of middle and lower-middle income families cannot afford

private costs, and, at present, many of these children wind up being put in

some kind of a situation that is not advantageous to their development.

Under this legislation we could begin to integrate many different in-

come levels because we could provide the opportunity on a fee paying basis

to have people from upper and middle income families, as well as moderate and

lower income families in the same center together.

At present younger children from different income levels do not have

any interaction until they hit school and then there is a great difference

between them which often is not overcome as they move into the school system.

And the same thing continues in after-school programs. We have the same kind

of division. I think until we start dealing with the total community situa-

tion in child and youth care, were really missing the point. Were only

piecemealing the whole thing rather than dealing with the problems that exist

in a community.

Gainesville also strongly supports the comprehensive list of eligible

activities which can be provided in this legislation. As the committee

members well know, there is a constant tension between the desire to provide

as many slots to serve as many children as possible and the desire to operate

truely comprehensive programs I think, again, that the prime sponsorship

is a key to meeting both program objectives. The key in Gainesville has been

to coordinate, through our Human Services Department, as many existing ser-

vice resources as possible to provide health, counsellingi supportive services,

and so forth to children and their families at no cost to the child care oper-
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ation.

In other words, when we ask the county Health Department to screen

and immunize children in our child care centers, we negotiate an arrangement

where that service is provided for out of the regular operating budget of

the county Health Department. Naturally the Health Department has money prob-

lems too, and they wanted to get some sort of payment out of child developmnet

program money for this service. But because we were a local government with

strong interconnections with the county government and could prevail upon

the county commissioners to see a broader perspective, we were able to put

the needs of the Health Department and the needs of the child development

services in proper perspective.

I believe that this kind of responsibility to maximize integration of

existing services without carving out too much from the child development

service budget is a responsibility of prime sponsors which should be stressed.

However, given the realities of life, I think you have to make all necessary

services eligible for funding out of the basic legislation.

I would like now to comment on the way that certain structural provisions

of H.R. 2966 and S. 696 mayaffect smaller communities and particularly non-

metropolitan communities.

The first problem I see is the wide discretion given to the Secretary

of HEW in determining appropriate prime sponsors. I understand the intent

of the Act is to, in a sense, make eligible as prime sponsors all units of

local government which have the capability, experience, and demonstrated com-

mitment to perform that function. I also understand the problems associated

with trying to legislate a population cut-off for local government prime

sponsorship.
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I generally support the approach you have taken. However, I am afraid

that, given the philosophical and bureaucratic 'bias of HEW, the regulations

that are likely to be drafted to implement the legislation would severely

restrict the ability of any but the largest local governments to assume prime

sponsorship. Further, you would almost certainly wind up with "metropolitan

rings" of suburban jurisdictions, for which no logical sub-state district

would now exist in State planning arrangements. Finally, you would almost

certainly wind up with non-metropolitan balances, similar to the CETA legisla-

tion, which would fall under State prime sponsorship arrangements. I am not

sure that sufficient reflection has been given to the kinds of administrative

restrictions which the legislation, as drafted, makes possible. At a minimum,

I would suggest some strong language which directs the Secretary to:

1) "invite" all local general purpose governments or combinations

thereof which wish to act as prime sponsor to apply for the

designation and to give evidence of their capacity, past history,

and general commitment to performing the reponsibility of prime

sponsorship under this Act, and

2) that the Secretary can only refuse such requests for prime

sponsorship designation by demonstrating alternative arrange-

ments provide superior ability to serve the needs of affected

children.

Such language would permit a city like Gainesville, with a strong record in

the day care field, to apply and be given consideration for prime sponsorship.

A second, and related, problem has to do with the de1 ineated responsibili-

ties for the Child and Family Services Councils . Frankly, I have strong re-
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servations about the extent to which the legislation specifies structural roles

for both the Child and Family Services Councils and for the Parents Policy

Committees. I have no quarrel with the basic intent of such committees. As I

understand them, the Child and Family Services Councils are to provide an area-

wide or jurisdiction-wide forum for bringing together representatives of the

professional and client components of the child development services. Every

locality undoubtedly ought to have such an arrangement in order to get communi-

ty consensus of what kinds of problems exist and what program approaches are

appropriate, and to insure that the best professional and community input

is made to program design and management decisions. Similarly, the idea of

parent involvement in the day to day operations of any given child develop-

ment program is a goal which should be sought after. Although I have no prob-

lem requiring such input in locally designed and operated programs, I do have

problems with legislative specifications about compositions, roles, and re-

sponsibilities of such groups nationwide.

I believe that the Congressional intent can be spelled out in general

language and the responsibility placed on the Department of HEW to insure that

local arrangements meet the Congressional intent for community and professional

input into the program design and conduct. However, the wall-to-wall committee

structure outlined in this legislation will create new narrow-purpose boards

and will introduce federal rigidities into local programs which will hamper

local adaptive transformations of existing service arrangements. It will also

separate policymaking in child development from many other related community

functions which are necessary for the overall objectives of the child develop-

ment process to succeed. Finally, the mandating of many important administra-
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tive functions to the Child and Family Services Committees, instead of the

prime sponsors, is a poor way to get at insuring consultation and high per-

formance standards on the part of program designers and implementers.

Finally, I would like to note that the House bill contains three provi-

sions missing in the Senate bill which I think are laudable and should be

included in some final version of the legislation. Provisions for training

opportunities for professionals and paraprofessionals are most important.

While I understand and support the need for greater professional training

emphasis in the area of child development, I am even more concerned that

prime sponsors be required to oversee strong requirements on program operators

for paraprofessional training and advancement. I think that it is historically

true under Head Start and other first generation child development efforts

that paraprofessionals drawn from the community have been the best and most

lasting bridge between the families in the community and the overall child

development effort. The continued role of paraprofessionals should not be

lost in the efforts to standardize and expand the profession of early child-

hood development.

The second area to which the House bill addresses itself, and which I

think is important, is the need for support for construction of facilities

where existing public and private facilities are inadequate.

A final provision that I think most important which at present is only

provided for in the House version is that one of the criteria for selection

of a prime sponsor is its ability to serve the needs of the affected children.

I believe that without such provision, the pressures to direct money to

institutions which have excess capacity or strongest financial problems, will

be enormous.
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Mr. CORNELL. Thank you, Mr. Cox.
I noted, while both of you recommend prime sponsorship be given

to local government, you did not directly address yourselves to the
question of granting prime sponsorship to public schools.
A couple weeks ago, the head of the American Federation of Teach-

ers advocated that.
How do you view this relationship?
Ms. WHALEY. By specifically identifying the local unit of govern-

ment and by suggesting any agency which has the primary responsi-
bility of providing services should not be considered as the prime
sponsor; rather as an agency that has the planning and coordinating
function and particularly the Government agency that has an obliga-
tion to its constituency should be the prime sponsor.
I, too, believe very strongly that boards of education and other

groups in the community who could meet the criteria for projections
should be considered.
I feel very strongly that it should be a local upit of government.
For example, in New York City, for 2 years we have operated a

program where community groups have not been able to meet all of
the standards and the city of New York invested some $10 million a
year in helping this community meet those standards.
I question whether a local board of education which acted as sponsor

would see that as an obligation.
As I pointed out earlier, the need to insure there is widespread com-

munity participation means you have to go the extra mile: "Here is
a criterion, come and play." There has to be a unit which has a respon-
sibility to the constituency to help meet those standards.
I did not introduce Miss Robbins, Director of Public Affairs, Agency

for Child Development, who will be assisting me in answering some
of the Questions you may ask.
Mr. CORNELL. I noted in your particular case, Mr. Cox, that you

mentioned you were afraid of the possibility that the Secretary would
find it possible to give prime sponsorship only to large communities in
local government. You were fearful this would not happen on your
level.
Mr. Cox. We feel at the present time that the public schools under

contract with us in the city are meeting a very key role and important
role. They are not concerned with some of the things in child develop-
ment that we are concerned with, particularly they have, as in our
lesser concern for meeting family needs and the supportive social role
that we feel is very important.
When we build this in through a contractual service with them, we

feel that gives us the opportunity to insure that they are carrying out
their part of the function with the understanding of relating to all
the other services that are brought to bear in child care services we are
rendering now.
I think the prime sponsorship -lust outright for public school systems

we would be very much opposed to. The local government would be
faced with the decision of the public schools saying: "We are applying
for this money. Now you elected officials come up with this much
matching to put in."
I think it creates their coming back to lecal government and local

government saying: "Here are the things that our community needs
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and we need to provide the moneys to meet these and now the most
appropriate agencies in our community may carry those out."
I would not feel very comfortable by saying there would be pre,suma-

tive prime sponsors or to list them normally as the prime sponsors in
this bill.
Mr. CORNELL. Miss Robbins.
Miss ROBBINS. As an example of the particular services I think you

have the possibility of meeting the comprehensive children's special
needs that I haven't seen anywhere else in the school system where
you may be able to meet the education needs of children.
You might not be able to meet the needs of a working mother, a

child in need of more than just the education service, a child that has
to be taken to the clinic or something of that sort; the whole social
fabric.
The prime sponsor should be the unit of local government expressed

here but I also think it gives us a chance to start with the need of the
child and family first and see what agency can provide what service
in a way that can best meet a total comprehensive child policy.
Mr. CORNELL. I thought one of the strong points that Miss Fulton

brought out was the importance of coordination or integration.
Ms. WHALEY. I think we have to really do more than just say this

service is a comprehensive component of early childhood development
and somehow some of the thinking behind the board of education
being the prime sponsor that the educational content gets heavily
weighted and the other components do not get weighted as heavily
as they should, including nutrition and health services.
You take it in its totality, really there is a push for the board of ed-

ucation as the prime sponsor and the delivery of a comprehensive ap-
proach to the development of children's education at the moment be
just one of the components.
Mr. CORNELL. I notice that you stress family involvement in your

programs in New York.
Ms. WHALEY. Some of our sponsoring boards that purchase services

from us to deliver are all parent boards. Even in those sponsoring
boards where there may be a larger mix of communities rather than
parents, the parent advisory council has to be elected and be very much
a part of the decisionmaking and also a part of the parent process.
Both have to be taken into consideration, have the parents involved
vis-a-vis their own concerns about how they best provide for their
children. It is more than just the advisory rubberstamps.
I am not so sure we are very far apart in our feeling about the local

and family council. If there are mechanisms in place that could be
duly constituted according to the criterion legislation, I see no reason
why they should not come to the local family-child council.
Mr. CORNELL. As you know from the legislation, the legislation

would anticipate a specific council with a large participation of
parents.
In my experience, while it has been on the secondary and college

level, I have found it very difficult to get parent participation other
than just a nominal thing. I think perhaps that is what, Mr. Cox, you
had in mind.
Mr. Cox. Yes. Under some of the existing programs now they have

parent councils as well as other groups and parents advisory groups.

•
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Many of these flow through the State. Actually, the councils wind up
being a little more than a rubberstamp. I think that is not adequate.
I think also the realism comes in that quite often there are not many

parents that have enough time, particularly if they are working some-
place else, to spend the time at the centers because they may be em-
ployed. This may not be true in every case.
I think that in different sizes of communities you face different

problems. I think this is a point I am addressing and saying in a smal-
ler community, if you have five different programs delivering child
care services, to have five different council groups that are meeting all
at the same time about the same kind of things is not necessarily the
best and the strongest way to have a good child care program, whereas
you may wind up with one good group that is a combination of parents
and very interested community people that will have a greater impact
on your local elected officials than five sorts of groups just meeting a
regulation because their names are there and having meetings that
have little impact on really getting done your objectives in that
community.
I think it is not something you can say it is this way or that but it

will have to be adapted to communities because it goes without saying
that our problems related to child care and our concerns would prob-
ably be addressed in a different way than my friend from New York
would address the problems here.
I think that the key point is the involvement of parents to an ade-

quate degree, whatever that might be, in a community; that is nec-
essary. It should not be something that is turned over to the parents
and/or just turned over to administrators. There needs to be a good
marriage here to make it function.
Ms. WHALEY. In my experience, what is crucial is that there be a

clear delineation of the role and responsibility of the advisory coun-
cil and that we are able to deliver and they are able to deliver what
they are expected to deliver.
Many times the advisory groups requiring parental involvement

have promised something they have no intent of fulfilling. That is
why you get people disillusioned in the process. They know there is no
reason to come out because they have no involvement in the process. If
they have a clear demonstration that they are involved, I think you
would get a much greater degree of voluntarism on the part of parents
in the program.
Mr. CORNELL. I would presume, too, that there would be more in-

clination for the parent participation in the program than has been
my experience under the secondary and college level.
There was one other thing that I wanted to bring out, this question

on the commercial or profit day care centers.
Do you have an opinion on that?
Ms. WHALEY. Well, if they could get the standards for service, I

might not have such a negative response. However, I must say I think
the priority ought to be given to those organizations whose track rec-
ord would indicate they plan to stay in business, whatever the. profit
or income is. I won't say profit margin because many of us in our
program have had to stay in business even though we have not got-
ten any—we will have to minimize all the services but it will not be a
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question of whether we will or will not provide services. That is the
critical question.
Mr. CORNELL. That brings up another matter.
Do you believe the cities would have difficulty meeting the 20-per-

cent matching requirement as a prime sponsor?
Ms. WHALEY. They may have difficulty but I think the commitment

is there. I think as an example even within the crisis that we are having
in New York City in terms of our fiscal problems it has not been sug-
gested that the day care program be only Federal funding.
Mr. CORNELL. We did have a hearing here, I believe it was about a

month or so ago, when we had a group of whom I think a number of
them were from New York City, who were involved in the health care
standards and health problems. As I said before, they made 30 cents
per child, something of that nature.
Would you approve that?
Ms. WHALEY. We see that family day care provides, not as inde-

pendent entrepreneurs, but family day care provides teacher-mothers,
which is a better term, who are attached to either the agency for child
development specifically or sponsoring boards so that they are related
then to an entity which has the responsibility for monitoring the pro-
grams, monitoring their performance. Clearly, the amount of money
given as [inaudible] to the kind that day care provides would not in
any way qualify them in the open market as an entrepreneur.
Mr. CORNELL. Mr. Cox, do you want to comment on this idea of the

commercial day care operation?
Mr. Cox. I would like to back up and comment on the 20-percent

matching, if I could.
Title TV—A or title XX, $57 million comes to our State. Approxi-

mately $50 million has been matched by local moneys, rather than by
State. All we can say is that that is the track record from the State as
distinguished from the willingness of the State to match.
I think there would be a commitment and there is a commitment on

the part of the local communities to provide 25 percent on this pro-
gram versus 20 that is proposed.
On the other one, I don't have any particular comment.
Mr. CORNELL. Mr. Hall.
Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to compliment all three of you for your fine statements.
I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if it would be in order for me to go back

and clarify a statement I made to the gentlelady from New York. It
appears she misunderstood me completely and the thrust of my intent.
I would like to read this statement into the record to try to clarify

that.
The gentleladv from New York completely misread or misunder-

stood the meaning of my statement about the public schools.
My remarks about parent involvement were meant in this light.
Parents, all parents, have traditionally turned to our schools

to solve the problems of child growth and development simply be-
cause they have felt inadequate to the task and it was not my intention
to single out by my remarks untrained parents.
My intent was to show that all the •parents are human in this

position when it comes to raising and educating their children.
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It is my feeling that, on balance, the public schools and local
education agencies have served us well and I simply would not
want to rule out these agencies as a prime sponsor or their con-
sideration as prime sponsor.
I in no way meant to imply that parents should not be involved

or participate in these programs. I wish to be emphatic about my
approval of parent involvement. I want the record to show that, Mr.
Chairman.
Thank you.
Mr. CORNELL. I think it also should be noted that under subsection

504, subsection A, it says:
Nothing in the act should be construed to infringe on or usurp the legal

right or responsibility of the parent or guardian who seek the moral, fiscal, or
other development of the children. Formal consent shall be required of parents
or guardians for any child to be subject to any research or experimentation.
Similar understanding and prior consent shall be obtained in the case of
phychological examination.

I am not sure what group or groups are involved in opposing this
legislation but we assume, of course, from their attacks that they
believe the Government is usurping the right of the parents. That,
of course, is not the case at all.
Any other observations?
Thank you very much for your statement.
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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THE PRIME SPONSORSHIP PROVISIONS

OF THE

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES ACT OF 1975

A statement of the Task Force
of the Early Childhood Project

of the Education Commission of the States

submitted to the Senate Subcommittee
on Children and Youth

June 16, 1975
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The following statement is submitted by the Task Force of the Early

Childhood Project of the Education Commission of the States. The Task Force

has, since 1971, been concerned with assisting states in their efforts to

improve the coordination of programs and services for young children and their

families. Since 1971 there has been a considerable amount of change at the

state level in this area. The concept of a state office of child development,

to serve the coordinative function, is receiving increased attention and sup-

port from governors, legislators and state officials across the country.

It is in the interest of supporting these efforts at the state level

that the Task Force is submitting this statement concerning the primp sponsor-

ship provisions of the Child and Family Services Act of 1975. In presenting

testimony on the Act at a joint hearing in February, Governor Jerry Apodaca

of New Mexico, Chairman of the Task Force, expressed our wholehearted support

of the objectives and the basic concepts of the legislation you have under

consideration, and we commend the sponsors for its introduction again this year.

The final appropriations for any piece of legislation determine, of

course, how many individuals will receive assistance. But the nature of the

assistance they receive is a function of the legislation itself -- its basic

objectives, its programmatic content and its administrative provisions. In

terms of basic objectives and programmatic content, the Child and Family

Services Act is truly outstanding. We know that years of dedicated effort on

the part of the Congress have gone into making this a comprehensive piece of

legislation and one which recognizes the importance of the family in the plan-

ning and provision of programs and services for very young children.

- 1 -
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We were pleased to note, however, that the bill's authors have said

that the proposal is "not etched in stone," because we do have reservations

concerning the administrative provisions of the Act.

We refer specifically to the prime sponsorship provisions. Under the Act,

the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare is required to approve prime

sponsorship applications submitted by a city, a county, other untis of local

government, or by a combination of such localities -- provided certain require-

ments are met. The Secretary is also required to approve prime sponsorship

applications submitted by a state, except for areas in which local prime

sponsors have been or will be otherwise designated.

We have several concerns about these provisions. First, we are con-

cerned that competition between localities for available funds would not be

conducive to comprehensive planning for the community as a whole. The

majority of our population lives in large metro areas composed of urban and

suburban communities. It is a fragmented structure in which comprehensive

planning, metro-wide, is seldom attempted. Competition for limited federal

funds would be more likely to lead to divisiveness than to coherent local

planning.

Second, we are concerned about regional and statewide planning. Because

there will not be enough funds to provide all of the services that are needed,

funds must be targeted. The funding formula in the Act is designed to direct

funds within the state towards economically disadvantaged groups and towards

single parent families and families with working mothers.

The Task Force strongly believes that children should not be segregated

in child care programs on the basis of income. Certainly, those with the great-

est need should receive top priority, but an effort should be made to include

a variety of children in the programs that are offerred. Planning at the state

- 2 -



1415

and regional level, as well as at the local level, are essential if the econ-

omic segregation of children is to be avoided.

In the last four years the states have made -- and are continuing to make--

significant progress in creating mechanisms to plan and coordinate the delivery

of services for very young children. Four years ago, only one state had ad-

dressed the problems of planning and coordination by creating an office of child

development. Today, 16 states (Alaska, Arkansas, California, Hawaii, Idaho,

Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee,

Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington and West Virginia) have in operation an office

of child -!evelopment or its equivalent.

And there is growing awareness among the states of the need for a state

office of child development, an office for children, an interagency council,

an office of child and family services -- whatever name is used. In at least

11 additional states (Arizona, Colorado, Iowa, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota,

Nebraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon and South Dakota) significant interest has been

shown in moving in this direction.

The states are increasingly providing funds for programs and services for

preschool-aged children. Thirty-eight states provide funds for services such

as medical and dental care, nutritional programs and programs for handicapped

children. Twelve states (California, Connecticut, Georgia, Maine, Pennsylvania,

South Carolina, Tennessee, Vermont, Washington and West Virginia) provide support

for prekindergarten programs.

In the 16 states where state offices of child development are currently

in operation, some emerging patterns of operation and responsibility are of

interest. In most instances, these state offices are responsible for needs

assessment and planning and for policy formulation. They are responsible for

- 3 -
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coordinating the delivery of services but not for actual program operation.

In most states, the state office of child development works within a framework

of local child development councils.

We would not have you believe that in every instance the existing state

offices are working out to perfection. All are relatively new arrivals on the

state government scene. As such, they face a constant struggle for survival:

(1) in obtaining adequate funding and staffing; (2) ia gaining acceptance of

their coordinating role by long-established state agencies that deliver the

services which the state office seeks to coordinate; (3) in dealing with

opposition from local programs, funded directly by the federal government,

that see state coordination of programs as a threat; and (4) in meeti.lg fed-

eral requirements that tend to defeat comprehensive planning and coordination

of service delivery.

The point is that the states are moving in a positive way to improve the

quality of services for very young children and their families and to provide

better delivery of those services to the people who need and want them.

We are committed to the concept of local involvement. The ECS Early

Childhood Task Force has recommended that states develop a system of local

child development councils, with parent participation, responsible for develcp-

ing community-based programs. Several states are actively pursuing this

objective. In Massachusetts, for example, the Office for Children has estab-

lished 39 Councils for Children throughout the state. In Mississippi, a work-

ing system of local and district councils is in place in that state's Appala-

chian counties.

Given a demonstrated commitment on the part of the states to achieve

the basic purposes of the Child and Family Services Act and a willingness to

proceed along the lines specified in the Act, we suggest that the federal

-4-
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government recognize the value of state efforts and state leadership by

assigning to them a major role in making the Act work. We are appreciative

of the provisions of Section 108, which provide incentives to the state to

provide for better planning and coordination, but the Act, as it is presently

written, would do more to impede progress than it would to encourage it.

We would suggest that the legislation be revised in such a way as to give

the states the first opportunity to be prime sponsors -- rather than opening

it up to units of local government and providing for state prime sponsorship

only as a secondary alternative.

We would accept the requirements specified in the legislation that

states submitting prime sponsorship applications must meet. We would ask that

assurances be included that state Child and Family Services Councils be held

accountable to local communities -- both in the development and implementation

of a state plan. And recognizing that not every state would be willing to meet

the specific requirements included in the Act, or might not be sufficiently

committed to the concepts embodied in the Act, we would recommend that states

be given a deadline to submit applications. Where states failed to meet the

deadline, prime sponsorship should be opened up to localities as presently set

forth in the Act.

In making these suggestions, we are very much aware of the lack of confi-

dence of some members of the Congress and individuals in the states in the

capacity of the states to properly manage programs directly funded by the federal

government. And we are willing to concede that, regrettably, that distrust is

not wholly without justification. Federal programs that bypass the states in

favor of dealing directly with local entities came into being because the states

would not accept their responsibilities.

- 5 -
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That may still be the case in some states. But you should know that

in many states there is a new awareness and a willingness to act on the part

of governors, legislators and state agency officials. And the states do have

the capacity -- in the areas of planning, budgeting, program operation, moni-

toring and evaluation -- to do a first rate job in the delivery of services.

Increasingly, state agencies involved in child development programs are

staffed with highly capable professionals.

Given the changing attitude of policymakers in many states; given the

capacity of agencies it many states to effectively plan and manage human

service programs such as those envisioned in this legislation, we suggest

that the states be given the first opportunity to become prime sponsors

under the Child and Family Services Act.

- 6 -
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FM OA STATE GOVT TELEX 542554 7-15-75

TO HONORABLE WALTER MONDALE CHAIRMAN.

SENATE CHILDREN AND YOUTH SUBCOMMITTEE

UNITED STATES SENATE

WASHINGTON D. C. 20510
fe

DT 4

I URGE THAT PUBLIC SCHOOLS NOT BE DESIGNATED AS THE PRIME SPONSOR

FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE FUNDS PROVIDED BY. THE CHILD AND

FAMILY SERVICES ACT OF 1975. I DOUBT SERIOUSLY THE ABILITY OF

THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM TO ADMINISTER COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES

FOR CHILDREN EFFECTIVELY' AS THE PROVEN CAPACITY OF HART OTHER

HUMAN RESOURCE AGENCIES. THE GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN

RESOURCES IS PRESENTLY ADMINISTERING CONTRACTS TOTALING OVER

SIXTEEN MILLION DOLLARS FOR DAY CARE PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE

HEALTH SOCIAL NUTRITIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TO

10 000 CHILDREN. THIS LEGISLATION SHOULD PROVIDE EQUAL

OPPORTUNITY FOR DIFFERENT MAN SERVICE AGENCIES TO ADMINISTER

COMPREHENSIVE CHILD CARE PROGRAMS.

(SIGNED) JIM PARHAM

COMMISSIONER

GA DEPT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

NONA

1011U US HOUSEOFREP

In

-

I975J11L 15. II' 35
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216 FEEARAL. ESUILDIP40

9.13

Congre55 of tbe Elniteb taus
Alou5t of l'itpre5tntatib0

Magiington, D.C.1 20515

June 27, 1975

Honorable John Brademas, Chairman
Subcommittee on Select Education
Committee on Education and Labor
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear John:

m21,49m

COM MITTEE ON RULES

STEER! NG
AND POLICY COMMITTEE

CHAIRMAN. SuBCOMMITTEE
OF SELECT

COMMITTEE ON AGING

As you know, Hawaii Governor George Ariyoshi
had tentatively planned to testify before your
Subcommittee during its recent hearings on child
care legislation.

Because of scheduling conflicts, the Governor
was unable to appear personally, but he has asked
that his testimony on the subject be included in
the hearing record. I am enclosing a copy for your
use in that regard.

I believe you will find Governor Ariyoshi's
statement to be an excellent analysis of the
progress individual states can make in this vital
area of legislation.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Aloha and best wishes.

Sincerely,

par sunaga
Me mb f Congress

Enclosure: Copy of testimony
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Statement of
Governor George R. Ariyoshi

State of Hawaii
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

on S.B. 626 and H.R. 2966

The Proposed Child and Family Services Acts of 1975

In behalf of the people in the State of Hawaii, I wish to extend our State's
full support of the proposed "Child and Family Services Acts of 1975." We
are indeed grateful to Senator Mondale, Congressman Bradernas, and other
distinguished members of the joint committees who, in their wisdom,
formulated and continue to persevere for the enactment of this legislation.

These proposed Acts will provide all states with a monumental thrust
towards preventive programs as we continue to labor to make effective
our corrective and remediation programs. Further, this legislation will
promote coordination among the hundreds of agencies involved in services
to children and families. I should also emphasize that these Acts have the
real and impactful potential to strengthen the stability and dignity of the
family unit by providing children and their families with the needed support
resources which individual states, thus far, have not been able to provide.

Our own State of Hawaii has the dubious distinction of outranking at least
45 states in the cost of living. This economic condition contri-Butes to Hawaii
having the highest proportion of working mothers in the nation, doubling in
number during the 20-year period, 1950-70. This results in 40% of Hawaii's
children, birth to four, being cared for in settings other than with their
mother or father. This trend of increasing numbers of working mothers in
Hawaii is expected to continue and we are gravely concerned with child care of the
very young, after-school care of our school-age children, and the urgent
need for families to receive support services to cope with the demands
inherent to single-parent and "both parents"- working families. These concerns,
we are sure, are shared by all other states, and we are indeed encouraged
by the foresight of our Congressional members who serve in these sub-
committees.

In preparation for this legislation, the State of Hawaii heightened its efforts
in early childhood. I am pleased to report the following which will give you,
I believe, examples of our readiness to effectively, efficiently, and
economically implement the "Child and Family Services Acts of 1975."

1. A comprehensive description of a Theoretical Model of an Early 
Childhood Education Program which identifies program requirements
for comprehensive services to children and their families including
the components of health, nutrition, medical, social services,
parent involvement and education, and teacher education.
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2. Basic data collection documents, A Study on Early Childhood

Education in Hawaii, from birth to age 4; and  Child Care in

Hawaii: An Overview.

3. A Curriculum Guide for Early Childhood Education, Ages 3-8,

a 300-page comprehensive document which has received statewide

distribution to all public and private agencies involved in educa-

tional services to children.
0

4. A Handbook of Assessment Instruments for Early Childhood 

Education to provide a resource which will assist personnel

to measure children's growth.

5. A seven-year master plan, A Plan for Early Childhood Education 
in Hawaii for the 4-year-old and younger which will be the education
component of our State's master plan for comprehensive early
childhood services, in process of development in the Office of the
Governor.

These efforts are admittedly only the beginning steps and effective implemen-
tation where it counts--to children and their families and consequently, to
our society, will be slow and difficult without the enactmeia-ol_the "Child
and Family Services Acts of 1975." In behalf of the people of the State of
Hawaii, I urge your continued perseverance for successful enactment of
these Acts.

•
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WILSON SILLS
Superintendent of Public Instruction

and Director of F.ducation

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
STATE EDUCATION BUILDING, 721 CAPITOL MALL, SACRAMENTO 9511114

July 2, 1975

The Honorable John Brademas
Chairman, Subcommittee on

Select Education
Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear John:

I regret very much that I was unable to present my testimony on your
Child and Family Services Act in person on June 16. I would like to
submit the attached statement as an expression of our strong support
for the Child and Family Services Act as well as some recommendations
for changes which we feel would strengthen the Act.

As you know, we in California have developed a dynamic, diverse system
of child care and child development services. As further background
information to supplement the prepared statement, I am also enclosing
various informational materials which will give you more detailed
descriptions of our existing programs.

I applaud your continued dedication and hard work in support of the
concepts and programs embodied in the Child and Family Services Act.
I, my staff, and countless citizens in California strongly support
your efforts, and if I can assist you further in any way possible,
please do not hesitate to call on me.

Sincerely,

LIM441L
WILSON RILES

Enclosure

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 - 17
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STATEMENT BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH
AND THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION OF THE

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

By the Honorable Wilson Riles,
Superintendent of Public Instruction

State of California
June 16, 1975

Mr. Chairmen and Members of the Subcommittees:

I am delighted to have this opportunity to provide you with information on the

major highlights and accomplishments of California's Child Development Programs,

and to share with you some of my thoughts about ways in which the proposed Child

and Family Services Act of 1975 could be enhanced to enable us to more effec-

tively provide services to families and young children.

Introduction 

I know that you have heard much testimony during the past few years in ycAr

efforts to spearhead a national commitment to services for families with young

children. I will keep my statement brief and simply highlight some of my

thoughts and recommendations. As additional background on California's Child Dev-

elopment Programs, my staff has provided a complete informational packet to members

of the Subcommittees.

At the outset I want to point out exactly what the term "child development pro-

grams" means to us in California. Child Development programs include both

preschool programs and child care services, primarily for children below school age.

Often these programs are confused with California's exciting effort to reform and

revitalize elementary schools through our Early Childhood Education effort. In

many states, Early Childhood Education often refers to preschool, or child care,

or kindergarten; but in California Early Childhood Education is operated by

school districts for children in grades K-3.
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Let me say initially how important and well received your efforts are to us

in California since we are currently riding the crest of statewide interest and

commitment to high-quality, comprehensive child development programs. In the

past year, the Department of Education has consulted with numerous groups and

individuals involved in the child development field. In attempting to coalesce

the statewide reactions and opinions on chiledevelopment issues, I have found

intense public commitment to developing a vastly expanded network of child

development programs.

The message that comes through repeatedly from groups and individuals advocating

child development services in California is that young children are a resource

that California and our nation cannot afford to waste. A strong commitment to

nurturing this invaluable resource must be made at the national level, and suf-

ficient resources to meet this commitment must be made available. Countless

groups and individuals in California echo your power advocacy for exemplary child

and family services. We in California are in strong support of your Child and

Family Services Act and will make every possible effort to assist you in securing

its enactment.

Child Development Needs in California 

Your efforts in the area of child and family services mark a watershed in our

nation's thinking about services to young children. In recent years, the need for

child development programs has surged forward to become a major national,

political and social issue. But amidst this rampant popularization of child care

as a social good, it is important to understand some of the factors that have

combined to vastly increase the need and demand for child development services.

The first factor has been the enormous increase in the number of women with young

children entering the labor force. Recent statistics show that nationally,more
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than 12 million mothers of school-age children are employed. This figure is

more than 50 percent of all the mothers in the United States. When we turn

to the figures on mothers of children under the age of six, we find that more

than 4-1/2 million women, or nearly 33 percent of all mothers of children

under six, now participate in the labor force. Of those 4-1/2 million working

mothers, 350,000 of them are in California, where the data shows that nearly

25 percent of all mothers of preschool-age children are employed.

While the influence of the women's movement and the desire of more women of

adequate economic means to seek fulfilling careers outside the home has certainly

had a major impact on the need for child care, statistics show that the pre-

ponderance of mothers 'go to work for clearly economic reasons. Some figures

on the economic well being of families in which the husband is present and

working, the wife is present and working, and who have children under six, are

startling indeed: In 7 percent of these families, where the mother is not

able to seek employment, family income would drop to less than $3,000 per year,

far below the accepted national poverty level. In another 66 percent of these

families, if the mother's earnings were subtracted, the family income would be

less than $10,000 per year, an income figure that is certainly still marginal,

especially in these times of rampant inflation. Thus, in a remarkable 74 percent

of families with children under the age of six, and with both parents employed,

the mother's earnings are absolutely essential to the economic well being of

the family, and provision for adequate child care becomes a bare, economic

necessity.
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'The second group that has contributed to the rising demand for child care has

been the single-parent family, where nationally about one million widowed,

separated or divorced mothers of children under the age of six participate in

the labor force. Here in California these working mothers number more than

50,000. The economic demands on these mother are even more striking. Statis-

tics show that despite their earnings, more than 50 percent of these families

are living below the accepted national poverty standard.

The third factor in the increasing demand for child care services has been the

recent effort to use child care as a support service to enable mothers receiving

welfare payments to seek training and employment. In recent years, the mis-

conception of the welfare mother as a malingerer content to maintain herself and

her children on public assistance has finally been dispelled. The fact is that

surveys show that nearly 60 percent of these mothers are more than willing, able,

and even eager to seek fulfilling careers outside their homes if adequate, con-

venient child care services were available. This need has led to programs such

as the federal Work Incentive Program (WIN), through which welfare recipients may

enter work or training programs and be provided with funds to pay for child care

services.

Although most mothers of young children seek employment outside the home for

economic reasons, there are other compelling considerations in their choice of

child care facilities and services for their children. In past years it was

assumed that if child care facilities consisted of comfortable, custodial care,

that was sufficient. However, during the late '50's and through the '60's,

research on child development began to reveal powerfully .that the preschool

years, ages one through six, were particularly critical to the child's social

and cognitive development.
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Brief Background on California's Child Development Programs 

California has long been extremely active in advocating and providing quality

child care and child development programs. Through years of effort by committed

groups and individuals, parents, legislators, the State Department of Education,

and various other organizations and agencies, a wide variety of preschool and

child care programs have been brought together under the philosophy and practices

of child development.

In California, child development programs include two types of comprehensive

programs with a strong educational component: State Preschool Programs and

Child Care Services. The State Preschool Program is a part-day program providing

a wide array of developmental services with emphasis on preparation of young

children for successful entry into the formal school program. Child care

services are primarily full-day programs which offer educational, as well as

health, nutrition, social services and other components to provide a healthy and

stimulating environment for the child while the parents are working or enrolled

in work-training programs. California's programs are described in detail in

the paper entitled "Description of California's Child Development Programs,"

which is included in the briefing packet distributed to members of the sub-

committees.

California currently serves more than 75,000. children in child development pro-

grams. The State Preschool Program enrolls nearly 20,000 children, while child

care services are provided to more than 55,000. In recent years, strong citizen

and legislative action has combined to promote child development as a major

statewide issue. These advocacy efforts have focused primarily on expansion of
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high quality, comprehensive services and on increased coordination of the

services planning and delivery system. In the past three years alone, the

number of places in child development programs has increased by more than 40

percent.

In attempting to coordinate and consolidate this array of programs meeting

various special needs, the Department of Education has made special efforts to

retain program diversity so as to insure a broad variety of programs from which

parents may choose. This program diversity becomes especially important in view

of the vast unmet need for publicly subsidized child care. Since 1972, we have

been able to work productively with private agencies, school districts, city

and county governments, and a variety of other agencies to create the most

extensive and diverse array of child development programs in the United States.

These programs are sponsored by more than 480 agencies, of which nearly 45

percent are private, nonprofit community-based organizations. The combined

state and federal resources devoted to these programs now approaches $100 million.

I have always believed in the desirability of a broad mix of public and private

agencies offering child development programs in California's communities. I

strongly feel that this approach allows us to capitalize on the unique dynamics

and capabilities of these communities to provide the very best possible programs

for young children within the scope of state and federal requirements.

Legislative efforts culminated in the passage of the California Child Development

Act of 1972 which mandated a comprehensive services approach to child development,

and located administrative and program responsibility in the State Department of
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Education. The Department fills an administrative and coordinating role for

child development programs, and maintains a strong commitment to advocating

further expansion of child development services. Despite recent increases in

all types of services, public demand for preschool and child care continues

to increase. Our recent estimates of demand for services in California show an

immediate need for over 35,000 new preschool program places, and for an

astounding 140,000 new child care places.

Comments on the Child and Family Services Act

I want to emphasize that the Department of Education is in strong support of the

programatic and funding commitment to the development of young children contained

in the Child and Family Services Act. The Department believes that this act

could represent the kind of landmark legislation that is needed to establish a

firm national commitment to child development programs. The long range funding

commitments, emphasis on the child as well as on the family unit, provision for

programs to meet special need categories and the comprehensive services approach,

are all most encouraging and innovative in national legislation, especially since

this is the kind of service approach that California has been trying to foster

in its State Child Development Programs.

Also encouraging are the provisions that permit capital expenditure for renova-

tion and construction of badly needed child 'development facilities. Although

California has been highly responsive to the need for expanding child develop-

ment programs, a severe limitation in starting new programs has been the unavail-

ability of capital outlay funds for public and private agencies through the

Social Security Act, Title IV-A and other federal funding sources. Because
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most of these programs require state matching funds, state dollars have also

been unavailable to build new, well-equipped facilities or to remodel existing

facilities for child development programs.

Recommendations - State Administrative Flexibility 

In light of this strong support, I would like to offer some recommendations which

I believe would enhance the effectiveness of the Child and Family Services Act.

I strongly believe that the Act should permit maximum state flexibility in

determining the policy, administrative and implementation strategies for carrying

out the provisions of the legislation. In past years, California has built

strong public support for child development programs, and has created a delivery

system that now provides significantly more child development services than

any other state in the nation.

There is now a strong feeling throughout the state that federal legislation should

not be prescriptive in defining policy and administrative arrangements through

which California implements the Child and Family Services Act. I would

recommend that provisions of the bill allow that each state legislature, with

extensive public input, comment, and reaction, have the opportunity to decide

on the most effective mechanisms for delivering child development services

within each state.

Waiver of Mandated Planning Period 

We in California will stand accountable for fully implementing programs in accord

with the intent of the law, but I strongly feel that we should be given as much

latitude as possible to build on the fine base of programs we have established.

Proposed sections of the act currently mandate an extensive planning period
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before operational programs are initiated. I are certainly convinced that

effective program planning is necessary at all levels. However, if California

and other states have already conducted comprehensive planning efforts, I

believe we should be permitted to move ahead with additional services programs

immediately, rather than waiting through one or two planning years..

California is acutely aware of the need to maintain a healthy diversity in

program approaches in sponsoring agencies. But because this diversity already

exists in California's system, effective coordination is critically important

in molding these resources into a coherent delivery system. For these reasons,

I feel that each state, through its legislature, should be permitted the

flexibility to judge the current status of child development programs and

determine the policy and administrative responsibility within the state accord-

ingly.

Mandated Advisory Councils 

Further, I am extremely concerned about sections of the Act which impose a

single prescriptive method of incorporating parent and citizen involvement

through a series of Advisory Councils. We in California pioneered strong

parent and community involvement in government programs through compensatory

education and most recently through our Early Childhood Education effort,

which requires that, by law, parents and community people be directly involved

in the planning, implementation and evaluation of each school's program.

We're deeply committed to citizen involvement, and we've carefully worked out

and refined proven strategies to accomplish it. I strongly feel that this

legislation should recognize these past efforts and allow us to build on

existing citizen involvement mechanisms, rather than requiring creation of yet

another advisory council structure.
•
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Universally Available Child Develooment Services 

A number of our other concerns about the Child and Family Services Act also

revolve around the principle of state and local flexibility in assessing need,

determining service priorities and designing implementation strategies.

There is now a strong consensus in California in support of universal access

to high-quality child development programs for all families who need or

,desire these services. Studies have shown again and again the damaging effects

of stigmatizing families and children by labeling and separating them as

"welfare" or "poverty" cases, and I applaud your efforts in this Act to broaden

eligibility for services.

But of course it must be recognized that until our goal of universal services

is within reach, initial funding limitations will require setting a series of

eligibility priorities. Here I believe it necessary that within the intent

of the Act, and within very broad federal regulations, California should retain

responsibility for targeting limited resources in direct response to locally

assessed needs and service priorities.

State Flexibility in Setting Priorities for Services

In addition to flexibility in determining administrative procedures and service

priorities, I would recommend that states be given the latitude to combine the

vast array of categorical federal child care and child development programs within

one comprehensive state plan. One problem with the current array of categorical

programs at the federal level has been the variation in eligibility requirements

for each. This often creates a situation where program funds directed at

essentially the same goal must be targeted at different groups of families and

children, sometimes based on only minor differences in income or family status.
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I believe that each state should have the opportunity to blend categorical

federal programs into the total mix of resources available to each state and

assign program eligibility criteria accordingly. . Until sufficient funding

is available to meet our ultimate goal of universally available child develop-

ment services, priorities will have to be set, and I believe that each state

is in the best position to assess needs and define priorities consistent with

federal legislation and through a state planning process.

Consolidation of Federal Programs for Families and Youra Children 

As a further general goal, I would strongly advocate the consolidation of all

federal programs for young children into a single comprehensive program. As

a study by the Appalachian Regional Commission reported in 1971, there are

more than 310 federal categorical programs affecting young children. For

example, in California, Title IV-A of the Social Security Act now provides

some $47 million for child development programs. While the Child and Family

Services Act would certainly be a welcome addition to this mix of resources,

it would still become a separate categorical program subject to an array of

exclusive program regulations and guidelines.

Recent efforts in California have been devoted more and more to coordinating

and melding this array of services to insure the most coherent planning process

for all services to families and young children. These efforts would be

aided significantly by efforts at the federal level to merge all categorical

programs relating to child development into a single umbrella program. In

this way state efforts could be redirected into the critical areas of needs

assessment, program planning, evaluation, and monitoring and research, .to

determine the most effective program approaches and to install these approaches

throughout each state.
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In summary then, I would recommend a federal commitment which includes:

1. The widest possible education, discussion and debate on the Child and

Family Services Act of 1975 with emphasis on building an active national

coalition in support of a federal policy and funding commitment to

'comprehensive early child development. The California Department of

Education and its constituent groups are anxious to lend support to this

process.

2. Appropriate amendments to the Child and Family Services Act to provide

for maximum state flexibility in determining the policy, administrative,

citizen participation and other implementation strategies for carrying out

the Act. This flexibility should specifically include, as described above,

state options in targeting services, determining eligibility for services,

scope and timing of planning, state level consolidation and coordination

of federal categorical programs.

Conclusion 

I would again like to emphasize my sincere interest in being a part of continuing

discussions and public debate on this Act. I and my staff have been in constant

contact with a wide variety of interested individuals and groups in an effort

to elicit comments and support for child development issues generally, and

for the Child and Family Services Act, specifically. I see the continuation and

eventual culmination of this process as extremely productive in building support

for eventual legislation directed toward the goal we all must share; the sound,

healthy, educational nurturing and development of the young children of this

nation.

58-983 0 - 76 - pt. 7 - 18
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The California State Department of Education administers two major pro
grams

within the definition and concept of early childhood education. The two

program t are Early Childhood Education, commonly referred to as ECE, and C
hild

Development (Chart 1).

Early Childhood Education Program Definitions

The Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program was authorized by SB 1302 
in 1972.

It is a program within the public school system of California and is d
esigned to

serve children in kindergarten through third grade. The program is in the

middle of its second year of operation. It is funded completely by the California

State General_Eund. The program's goal to enhance the unique learning oppor-

tunities in the early years of a child's life is accomplished through res
tructur-

ing the primary grades in the public school system. One-half of the programs are

in schools designated as most disadvantaged within their respective districts
.

The program must have articulation with any and all funding sources in each E
CE

school. Each elementary school with an ECE program submits its annual educa-

tional plan to the Department of Education and the plan is judged on its written

merits as well as by on-site visitations by Department personnel. Each school with

an ECE program is assessed regarding pupil achievement, program planning, and degree

of plan implementation.

The other early childhood education program administered by the Department is a

series of Child Development Programs. These Child Development Programs and res-

ponsibilities are categorized as: (1) Preschool Programs, (2) Child Care Services

Programs, and (3) Federal Programs Articulation. The programs have been authorized

for a number of years by various pieces of legislation, but most recently the

-1-
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'CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAMS

CHILD DEVELOPMENT EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
(Authorized by A899/72, AB451/73 & AB1244/73)

1. PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS 1. PUBLIC SCHOOLS

2. CHILD CARE SERVICES 2. KINDERGARTEN THRU PRIMARY

3. FEDERAL PROGRAM ARTICULATION GRADES (K-3)

3. AUTHORIZED BY SB 1302/72

CHART 1
-2-
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entire package of Child Development Programs was constituted under the California

Child Development Act (AB 99), Chapter 670, Statutes of 1972. Also, the programs

were modified and reauthorized by AB 451 and AB 1244, both of 1973 (Chart 2).

The preschool programs are designed as part-day educational programs to meet the

specific needs of disadvantaged children. The program is designed to serve the

most disadvantaged children as defined in California's Education Code, and the

program also provides auxilliary services similar to those required for all child

care service programs.

The preschool programs are funded by a minimum of three sources. The State Pre-

school Program is funded completely by the General Fund of California. There are

some preschool programs funded by the Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program

section of SB 90, Statutes of 1972, which was a massive school financing measure

in California, and, Title I of ESEA has also sponsored preschool programs.

The child care service programs are full-day services and have a requirement that

the parent is either in a work-training program or is employed and needs child care

services to maintain employment or training. The entire program is closely linked

to the Aid For Dependent Children program as is requiredfor federal funding

participation.

There are six types of child care services programs in California which have been

historically identified by particular designators, e.g., Children's Centers,

Migrant Child Care,Centers, etc. Children's Centers have been in existence in

California since 1943 and these programs are operated primarily by local school

districts. Migrant Child Care Centers are programs in government-subsidized

housing units within various counties in California. The programs are administered

by the county superintendents of schools in most instances and funding is from

the California State General Fund, Title IV-A of the Social Security Act and

ESEA, Title I.
-3-
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CHILD DEVLLOPMENT PROGRAMS

1. PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS

a. State Preschool
b. SB 90/72, EDY
c. ESEA, Title I

2. CHILD CARE SERVICES

a. Children's Centers
b. Migrant Child Care Centers
c. County Contract Centers (Community-Based Centers)
d. Innovative Programs
e. Campus Children's Centers
f. County Welfare Department Contracts
g. Pilot Study (1974-76)
h. School Age P,renting and Infant Development (S81860/74)

3. FEDERAL PROGRAM ARTICULATION

a. Head Start
b. Housing & Community Development
c. Comprehensive Employment & Training Programs
d. Public Employment Programs
e. Work Incentive Programs
f. Local Government's Revenue Sharing

CHART 2
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Community-Based Centers is a designation for approximately 100 programs started

since 1971 under an authorization which was part of the California Welfare Reform

•Act. These contracted centers are mainly private, nonprofit community-based

administrative organizations serving federally eligible families and their children.

Innovative Programs were started in 1973 as an outgrowth of funding made available

by California's Child Development Act. These programs were designed to test

different kinds of administrative arrangements for child care programs. Some of

these arrangements include satellite homes to larger centers, late evening or

night shift services, and other types of administrative arrangements.

California also has a Campus Children's Center Program which is supported 25% by

the local college or university campus agency and, in most programs, 75% by the

California State General Fund. These programs operate on or near campuses of

California's community colleges, State universities or the University of California

system.

There are a number of Vendor Payment Contracts between the California Department

of Education and local county welfare departments to provide child care services

on a vendor payment basis. The contracts exist so that a county welfare department

may issue a voucher to the parent or pay a particular vendor for child care

services for an AFDC family in need of such service.

Also, within the child care services programs administered by the Department is a

special Pilot Study authorized by the Legislature in 1973. This Pilot Study is

operating in one California county, Santa Clara, and its principal function is to

test an administrative design and assess all of the child care services in the

county. The study is for three years and it is due for completion on June 30, 1976.

The California State General Fund provides full funding for this program, which

includes $2.7 million to support direct programs for children.

-5-
a-
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Another child care services program is a program established by special legis-

lation which was passed and signed by the Governor in 1974, and designated

School-Age Parenting and Infant Development. The State of California made

$600,000 General Fund monies available to provide a program in the secondary

schools for school-age parents. The program is four-pronged; legislation authorizes

infant development child care services during the time the school-age parent is

finishing her high school education, which is the second thrust of the program.

Thirdly, pregnant minors are permitted to attend the class for parenting education;

and finally, boys as well as girls are encouraged to take the school-age parenting

class as an elective course in high school.

The third major respoosibility in Child Development Programs is federal program

articulation. There are at least six federal programs which do not "pass through"

the.California State Department of Education but have a significant impact on

local community child development services. These programs include. the federal

Head Start program which includes part-day educational as well as full-day child

development and care services. There are five other federal programs which have

similar impact and these are Housing and Community Development Act programs,

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act programs, Public Employment programs,

Work Incentive programs and Local Government Revenue-Sharing programs.

Administrative Structure

Child Development Programs are administered in the State Department of Education

by the Child Development Programs Support Unit. (The administrative structure

Is displayed by Chart 3,) The Support Unit is responsible to the Associate

Superintendent for Elementary Programs. This, in California, is an age-span res-

ponsibility; the Associate Superintendent is responsible for all programs in his

age span; in this particular case, it is infancy through sixth grade. This Unit

is headed by an Assistant Superintendent for Child Development Programs. The

-6-
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

SUPERINTENDENT OF PUELIC INSTRUCTION

CHIEF DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT

DEPUTY

SUPERINTENDENT

PROGRAMS

ASSOCIATE

SUPERINTENDENT

ELEMENTARY

AGE 7 SPAN

DEPUTY

,SUPERINTENDENT

ADMINISTRATION

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 1
FIELD SERVICES TEAM

FIELD SERVICES
SECTION

ASSISTANT SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
FIELD SERVICES TEAM 1

SUPERINTENDENT

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

--1 

FUNDING ASSISTANCE 1

DEVELOPMENT &PROGRAMS
SERVICES TEAM !

FUNDING ASSISTANCE
SERVICES SECTION I-1 DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

INCL. PILOT STUDY TEAM'

-7-
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Support Unit has two principal administrative sections--one, Field Services for

professional and technical assistance to all agencies under contract with the

Department, and Development and Funding Assistance, which is responsible for

program and regulation development as well as staff assistance on fiscal matters.

Each of these sections is divided into two administrative units: (1) the Northern

California Field Services Team which is responsible for the northern 48 counties,

and (2) the Southern Field Services Team which has administrative responsibility

for the remaining ten southern counties.

The Development and Funding Assistance Services Section is split between the

Funding Assistance Services Team and the Development Services Team which also

includes administrative responsibility for the Pilot Study in Santa Clara County.

These functions are explained in more detail on page 23.

Program Components

California's Child Development Act mandates programs with an educational base and

also dictates that California shall make maximum use of all federal funds in

support of these programs. California has continuously sought and utilized all

available federal funds for these programs. The federal funding source for child

care services is primarily Title IV-A of the Social Security Act and its amendments.

The use of federal funds dictates that California programs adhere to the Federal

Interagency Day Care Requirements, as a minimum, as well as applicable state and

local statutes, regulations and ordinances. Each public or private agency under

contract with the Department of Education for child development programs is

required to implement various components within each program. The comprehensive

components are designed to serve each child and his or her family registered in

the program.

All child development programs are required to contain a minimum of eight required

components. These components are designed to ensure that each family and child

-8-
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are afforded the utmost opportunity to attain full development and access to

services.

The required components (see Chart 4) are educational development, which pro-

vides infant stimulation, preschool-age readiness activities, and before and

after school educational supplemental activities for school-age children. Each

educational development component must be specifically designed to meet the

individual needs of children in the program. Small group activities may be

utilized for children with similar needs. The educational development component

is required by California statute and it is of prime importance to the Department

of Education. This sets California's child development program distinct and

apart from other states which may not have such a component or a mandate for

comprehensiveness.

The second component is special needs. it a program identifies children and/or

families with special heeds, then program activities must be designed and

implemented to meet the needs. Bilingual instruction is the most pressing special

need in California, and the two most preva-lent languages are Spanish and Chinese.

Multicultural Ofograms are presented, as All As program adjustments to enroll -

special education Ehildren. There are not thehy special education thanditaPped)

children ih child development because California's reimbursement rate to agencies

is generally not sufficient to cover the increased costs of enrolling atpetiai

education child.

The third required component is health services. Mainly; health services are

tereehiN requirement activities for each child enrolled ih the program. t'or all

peogfaini, there is a reqUirethent that the health services ahd a health i-itord

for each child be maintained, and a daily health screening be given by the nurse

in the program or a trained aide who checks for communicable diseases, etc.

-9-
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-COMPONENTS FORA

CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

1. EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

2. SPECIAL NEEDS AREAS

a. Bilingual Instruction

b: Multicultural Programs

c. Special Education Children

3. HEALTH SERVICES

:4. NUTRITION SERVICES

5. SOCIAL SERVICES

6. PARENT EDUCATION/PARENT INVOLVEMENT

7. STAFF DEVELOPMENT "

8. EVALUATION

-10- CHART 4
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There is a mandate that follow-up services be sought and acquired for those

children in need. California's general funded programs do not provide follow-up

medical or dental attention but the programs are required to make every effort

to see that the parent uses Medi-Cal services or other available medical and

dental treatment services.

The fourth required component is nutrition services. In both the part-day and

full-day programs, a federal Type A lunch is served, and in most programs, at

least one snack is provided. Many of the programs also provide breakfast as

well as an after-school snack. The nutrition programs are funded mainly by

federal Special Food Services allotments; however, since not all of the costs are

covered by that funding source, many of the additional costs are attached to the

contracts between the agency and the Department of Education. Some of the

school districts in California levy a tax for meals for needy children, and this

source is used as supplemental revenue. The programs use available surplus

foods and commodities as a supplement to the programs. The programs are planned

by a dietician. Each meal is served family-style for the staff and children

because nutrition education is a very important part of the program. Parents are

encouraged to eat with the children when they volunteer in the program and this

is an important aspect of the parent education component.

The fifth required component is social services. Most of the programs have social

workers on their staff or social workers under contract for immediate consultation.

There are many opportunities for referral services for a variety of family needs.

The programs utilize community aides for much of this referral service, so that

all agencies available to an AFDC family are utilized.

The sixth component is parent education and parent involvement. Each program is

required to maintain a parent advisory committee and this committee is encouraged

-11-
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to participate in all aspects of the program. The Department of Education holds

the contracting agency's governing board responsible for all aspects of the

contract, but most agencies permit the advisory committee to play a significant

role in personnel and program evaluation. The committees are advisory and the

authority and responsibility rests with the agency's governing board. Most

programs provide a parent education component where evening or weekend classes

are conducted for the parents to meet specific needs identified by the parents.

Also, parent education is sometimes a laboratory course which accompanies the

preschool program.

The seventh component is staff development, which is continuous inservice training

of all staff in the program. Most staff development is offered separately for

professionals, paraprofessionals, and volunteers but the most effective programs

combine parts of.their training. Staff development activities may be conducted

by the child development agency or they may be contractea with nearby adult

education, community colleges, or universities.

The eighth component is a required program evaluation which is conducted annually

and submitted to the Department of Education. The evaluation is compiled at the

State level by the Department's Office of Program Evaluation and Research, and a

composite State report is issued annually by that office. The programs for the

past few years have been asked to report by discrepancy evaluation. This type

of evaluation involves the agency setting forth its child-oriented objectives and

its program process objectives for the contract year. At the end of the year,

there is an assessment by the agency as to whether or not they attained these

objectives and any discrepancies are noted. The overall evaluations have been

extremely favorable whereby most agencies are attaining their objectives at the 80

to 90 percent level. The objectives are set by the agency in cooperation, consulta-

-12-
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tion and negotiation with the Department of Education's professional staff assigned

to that agency. This is a key responsibility of the Field Services staff in the

area of program development.

Interagency Agreements

The Child Care Services Programs in California are administered by the State Depart-

ment of Education through interagency agreements (Chart 5). The agency designated

by State statute as the single state agency for social services in California is

the Health and Welfare Agency. This is the agency recognized by the federal

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Services,

Community Services Administration as that single state agency responsible for all

social services in California. There are eight departments in the State Health and

Welfare Agency, three of.which have an impact on child care services. These three

departments within the Health and Welfare Agency are the State Department of

Health, which has been given responsibility by the Agency for administrative

implementation of all social service programs; the State Department of Benefit

Payments, which is responsible for all fiscal matters pertaining to Title IV-A,

Social Security Act funds; and, the State Employment Development Department, which

is responsible for contracts to operate government-subsidized housing units with

county housing authorities for migrant families.

The State Department of Education, as reflected on Chart 5 enters into agreements

with the Health and Welfare Agency and two of the State Departments in order to

derive funds and authority to implement child development programs. The Department

of Education executes an interagency agreement with the Health and Welfare Agency

to acquire approximately $3.11 million State General Funds which are used for federal

match purposes to fund the innovative programs previously mentioned. Similarly,

the Department of Education executes an interagency agreement with the Employment

Development Department to acquire approximately $500,000 from the General Fund

-13-
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•

•

STATE OF CALIFORNIA INTERAGENCY STRUCTURE
FOR DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S
CHILD CARE SERVICES PROGRAMS

FEDERAL DHEW

SRS/CSA

SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS

SSA, Title IV-A

STATE DEPARTMENT

OF

EDUCATION

CHILD

DEVELOPMENT

AGENCIES

-14-

STATE HEALTH AND

WELFARE AGENCY

(Single State Agency)

• 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF

--1

HEALTH
Social Service Programs I

STATE DEPARTMENT OF

BENEFIT PAYMENTS
SSA, Title IV-A Funds

1
STATE EMPLOYMENT

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT i

State Migrant Funds

(1) $3.6 million innovative state funds
(2) Social Service Program Pegs.

SSA Title IV-A funds
(3) Migrant Child Care funds

CHART 5
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to use for federal match purposes for migrant child care programs. A master

interagency agreement is executed between the State Department of Education and

the State Department of Health for regulatory responsibility and more than $47

million of Title IV-A, Social Security Act funds. The Department of Education

uses its appropriation from the California State Budget, the State funds derived

from the agreements with the Health and Welfare Agency and the State Department of

Employment Development as match funds to meet the 25 percent federal requirement

for acquisition of Title IV-A Social Security Act funds through the Department

of Health. The Department of Education aggregates all of these funds, and within

the authority granted by the Child Development Act, enters into agreements and

contracts with child development agencies throughout the State to provide programs

for families and children.

Program ControZs

The list on Chart 6 indicates the multitude of controls placed upon the State

Department of Educat4on and, in turn, the child development agencies with which

it contracts. The Department of Education, under the Child Development Act, was

designated California's single state agency for child development programs.

However, the Department has been unable to acquire a waiver of the single state

agency social services requirement from the Federal Government, and this has

necessitated the interagency agreements previously detailed. In addition to

language of the interagency agreements, there are many other statutory and.regu-

latory controls placed upon the Department of Education. The Department is

unable to set forth social service regulations which are the responsibility of

the single state agency, and this inability to regulate the child care portion of

social services has created some delays in overall program implementation and

• continuity of service.

-15-
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CHILD CARE SERVICES PROGRAM CONTROLS

STATE

DEPARTMENT

OF

EDUCATION

•

•

-Interagency Agreement Language

-CAC, Title 5 - State Board of Education

California Education Code

-California Commission on Teacher Preparation
& Licensing (State Board of Education)

--CAC, Title 19 - State Department of Health

-CAC, Title 22 - State Department Of Health

—State Fire Marshall

--Federal DHEW/SRS/CSA - FIDCR's

-Federal OMB A-87

-Local Health Regulations

--Local Building Codes

--Local Safety Ordinances

-Local Fire Regulations .

-16-
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The other controls placed upon the State Department of Education include the

California Adinigtrative Code, Titles 5, 19 and U. The State Board of Education

has the power to regulate Title 5 but the State Department of Health has that

authority for Titles 19 and 22. Additional regulations include all appropriate

sections of the California Education Code and rulings by the California Commission

on Teacher Preparation and Licensing. Even though this Cpmmission processes its

regulatory function through the State Board of Education, it is independent of the

California State Department of Education. The State Fire Marshal and other federal

regulations such as the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements and Office of

Management and Budget Circular 4-87 from the Federal Government are other con-

trolling elements. The Department of Education incorporates these controls in.

Its contracts with local child care provider agencies. These agencies are also

subject to all local health, building, safety and fire regulations, codes and

ordinances as may be appropriate for their programs.

The Department of Education is responsible for insuring that each of its con-

tractors' programs and facilities meet the Statutes, regulations, codes, ordinances,

etc., as detailed by Chart 6. If 4 local child development agency does not con-

tract with the Department of Education, then the agency must acquire a facility .

license from the State Department of Health Licensing Section or its regional

offices located throughout the State. This dual licensing or accreditation has

been charged by some as an inefficient and ineffective approach to local child

development programLcertification. A clear distinction made by the Department of

Education and the Department of Health has alleviated much of this concern. If

an agency iS not under contract with the Department pf Education, then the agency

will do business with the Department Of Health Licensing Section. This clear

distinction is easily understood in most communities.

-17-
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•

In September 10/3, the California State Department of Education implemented a

comprehensive compliance system for all contracts. The compliance system involves

Phase I which reviews a site for adherence to all physical standards as well as

certain4 safetyi health and staffing regulations. A Phase II compliance review

involves an assessment of an agency's management capabilities as well as its

fiscal reporting procedures, attendance accounting, and eligibility documentation.

Eath Of these phases has been thoroughly implemented ang_well received by local

child tare Contracting agentieS. The third phase of the process involves a sub-

jective prograni atsestmeht by the local provider agency with the assistance and

concurrence of the State Department of Education. This Phase !II assessment has

Oeen done On a pilot basis during the last 18 months and the final document to

be Used by all agencies has not been completely processed and approved. The pro-

graM assessment tills upon self-evaluation by the local agency and it also demands

keen judgment by State Department of Education personnel. This part of the

process is probably the most significant for changing the program to benefit

children and families using child development services in California. The

Department of Education's goal is to survey an agency once every three years with

the Phase fit comprehensive program assessment. The Department has and will con-

tinue to assess i•contractor's Compliance with Phases I and II on an annual basis.

the Department of Education formulates and promulgates the necessary rules and

regulations for preschool programs and the school-age parenting and infant

development program.

Agenciee, Children and Fiende

Charts 7 and a provide you with a brief overview of the massiveness of California's

Child care services programs. Chart 8 indicates that child care services are

available in 55 Of California's 58 counties. The Kings County area in the

Central Valley has a Work Incentive contract for child care and three other

tountiet do not have any child care service contracts with the Department of

Education. A planned effort toward "Statewideness" has added programs in areas

18.
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CHILD CARE SERVICES PROGRAMS: 1974-75 As of 12/31/74

1. CHILDREN'S CENTERS

. (a) Public School Districts

(1)
(2)
(3)

8/ Districts
31,257 Children
$39,600,943 State/Federal

(b) Private Agencies

(1)
(2)
(3)

2 Agencies
78 Children
$211,415 State/Federal

2. MIGRANT CHILD CARE CENTERS

(a) Public Housing Ageas

(1) 10/29 Agencies/Centers
(2) 2,000 Children 975 ADA, 1,500 Capacity
(3) $1,750,000 (73-74) State/Federal

(b) Non-Public Housing Areas

(1) --/--
(2)
(3) $----

Agencies/Centers
Children
State/Federal

3. INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS (AB 99/72)

(a) Public Agencies

(1)
(2)
(3)

28 Agencies
4,286 Children
$4,135,211 State/Federal

(b) Private Agencies

(1) 49 Agencies
2) 3,756 Children
3) $5,882,706 State/Federal

-19- CHART 7
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1.

4. COUNTY CONTRACT CENTERS (AB 282/72)

(a) Public Agencies

1 14 Agencies
2 1,280 Children

' 3 $2,932,272 State/Federal

(b) Private Agencies

(1) 68 Agencies
(2) 4,422 Children
(3) $7,961,141 State/Federal

5. CAMPUS CHILDREN'S CENTERS

(a) Two-Year Colleges

(1) 8 Colleges
(2) 817 Children
(3) $721,231 State/Federal/Local

(b) Four-Year Colleges & Universities

(1)
(2)
(3)

6 Colleges & Universities
536 Children
$472,705 State/Local

6. COUNTY WELFARE (SOCIAL SERVICES) DEPARTMENT CONTRACTS

(1) 38 Counties
$3,052,805 State/Federal •

3 2,017 Approx. number of Children

TOTALS 

(1) 304 Agencies
2) 50,449 Children
3) $66,720,429 Local/State/Federal

-20-
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of the State which previously had little or no services, and it has satisfied

some federal concerns. Many of the counties have a vendor payment contract

which is reflected as item 6 on Chart 7.

Chart 7 is a listing of the types of child care services programs, number of

agencies, number of children, and amount of contracted funds as of December 31,

1974. It should be noted that State administrative costs are not reflected in

this listing.

Each of the child care services programs is detailed regarding public or private

agencies. Private agencies includanonprofit and proprietary which are both

eligible for contracts with the Superintendent of Public Instruction. The child

care services program serves approximately 50,000 children in more than 300

agencies with the local assistance amounting to more than $66 million.

The California State Preschool Program is operated by 185 agencies, of which 118

are school districts and 67 are private agencies, colleges or county superintendents

of schools offices. This program serves approximately 19,400 three- and

four-year old children with a part-day educational experience. The California

General Fund totally siwports this program at slightly more than $21.8 million.

At the time of the Writing of this paper, specific information for 1974-75

regarding preschool programs funded by Educationally Disadvantaged Youth, SB 90

funds, or ESEA Title I funds was not available.

Child Development Programs Support Unit

In the Child Development Programs Support Unit the four teams previously noted

have specific functions (see sample functions on Chart 9). Each team is headed by

an Early Childhood Education Administrator I who is responsible to an Early Childhood

-22-
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CDPSU TEAM FUNCTIONS (SAMPLE)

NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN FIELD SERVICES TEAMS

1. Program development assistance.

2. Phase I - II - III compliance reviews.

3. Act as primary SDE contact with child development provider agencies.

4. Conduct workshops to increase the quality and management of child
development programs.

5. Provide interagency and intra-interdepartmental representation for
and with local agencies.

FUNDING ASSISTANCE SERVICES TEAM

1. Prepare all fiscal and statistical managerial reports.

2. Prepare fiscal letters and apportionment schedules.

3. Keep a fiscal profile and fiscal data bank on each agency.

4. Internal procedures for amendments, revisions or capital outlay
approvals and/or denials.

5. Review all reports for fiscal management implications.

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES TEAM

1. Identify policy issues and recommend solutions.

2. Develop program guidelines and proposed regulations.

3. Work on interagency guidelines, regulations, contracts and agreements.

4. Develop SDE state plan for child development.

5. Act as Unit resource for statute, regulation or guideline interpretations.

CHART 9
-23-
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Education Administrator II, (the section administrator). Each team is comprised

of Early Childhood Education Consultants, Early Childhood Education Assistant us,

Early Childhood Education Assistant Is and Governmental Analysts. Each level

within this differentiated staffing has particular responsibilities appropriate

for the job classification. The chart reflects five of the functions for which •

each team is responsible, but the list is by no means all-inclusive. The Field'

Service teams are the primary contacts with each of the provider agencies and they

are responsible for the necessary professional and technical assistance to local

agencies. The Department has seen the need for a staff support Funding Assistance

Services team to provide fiscal management information and data for Field Service

representatives to give local agencies adequate and accurate advice. Each of the

contracts represents a substantial commitment of public funds and the continual

monitoring of the contract is of vital concern to the Department. The Funding

Assistance Services team works directly with local agencies on extremely

difficult fiscal matters and also is called upon in ra,-e instances to review the

fiscal structure within a local agency. The Unit itself does not perform fiscal

audits comparable to those done by certified public accountants because this

function is not the specific responsibility of the California State Department of

Education. There have been instances when the Department of Education contracted

with independent public accounting firms for data regarding some provider

agencies. Each agency is responsible for filing an audit of its prior year con-

tract and the acceptance and approval of such an audit is a requirement for each

subsequent year's funding.

The Development Services team is responsible for formulation of many regulations,

guidelines, contract content and overall planning for Child Development Programs

In California. The Development Services team functions as a staff support to the

-24-
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Unit management and the Field Service teams. They develop the necessary frame-

work within which all legislation and regulatory efforts are directed. The

Development Services team works in conjunction with Field Services and Funding

Assistance to formulate necessary management information and monitoring documents

In order to insure the appropriateness, completeness and compliance of all con-

tracts between the Department of Education and provider agencies. The working

relationships among these four teams is a responsibility of the section

administrators. The section administrators are responsible for direct line adminis-

tration of the VNO teams under their supervision.

Current Program Issues

Child Development programs in California are confronted with some major issues.

The foremost issue is the same facing all social programs: lack of funds to

meet the demands of the day. The financial demands are for inflationary adjust-

ments as well as program expansion. Recently the Department received more than

$20 million in new applications, specifically to develop programs to serve

federally eligible children under current regulations.

The Department of Education has been receiving constant demands for expansion of

the State Preschool Program for part-day educational experiences for four-year-old

children. The demand has increased since the Department has implemented its

successful ECE program for kindergarten through third-grade children. Most

public schools and their respective parent advisory committees are aware of the

significant results when a preschool program is at the school and is well articu-

lated with the primary program. Therefore, the demand for this program has con-

tinued to increase significantly the past two years.

A second issue facing California is the new Title XX of the Social Security Act,

better known as the Social Servicd3Amendments of 1974. Regulations will be

-25-
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promulgated by California's single state agency and a well-coordinated, publicly

developed State Plan is necessary for all social services under Title XX. The

specific contractual responsibilities of the Department of Education and

relationships with the State Department of Health will play a vital role in

determining the priority of child care services within. the State Social Services

Plan. The State Department of Education is developing a comprehensive Child

Development State Plan. Only a portion of Education's State Plan is federally

subsidized and supported by Title IV-A, Social Security Act funds. Throughout the

program structure, there is need to clearly define the role of California's county

welfare departments or local departments of social services. These departments

have historically played a significant role in determining the eligibility of all

families for child development programs. A clearer definition of this role will

be forthcoming under the State Plan for Title XX.

This document has been prepared as an informational stateMent on California's

child development programs. California's goal is to provide each family and child

with an educationally based program to meet their individual needs through success-

ful program implementation. The Department of Education will continue to ensure

program quality, improvement of contractor management systems, and program expansion.

If you wish additional information regarding California's child development programs,

please write the Child Development Programs Support Unit, 721 Capitol Mall,

Sacramento 95814. Please feel free to direct any and all questions to t
he Unit's

administrative staff.

2/15/75

-26-
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Mr. CORNELL. The subcommittee will adjourn to the call of the Chair.
[Whereupon, at 1 :10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.]
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