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RYAN, Mr. THONE, Mr. WRIGHT, and
Mr, ZioN) :

H.R. 8536. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to investigate, plan, and
construct projects for the control of stream-
bank erosion; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. SIKES (for himself, Mr. Fuqua,
and Mr. FreY) :

HR. 8537. A bill limiting the use for
demonstration purposes of any federally
owned property in the District of Columbia,
requiring the posting of a bond, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. SKUBITZ:

H.R. 8538. A bill to amend part IT section
204 of the Interstate Commerce Act to estab-
lish limitations on Federal regulation of
small trucks and trucks engaged in local
hauling of farm products; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreijgn Commerce.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr. PEL-
LY, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. PUucINsKL, Mr.
PikE, Mr. CARTER, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr.
Kimvg, Mr. WypLER, Mr. GrOVER, MTr,
TerrY, Mr. DENT, Mr. MATSUNAGA,
Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr. Price of Illi-
nois and Mr. DENHOLM) @

H.R. 8539. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide a system for the redress of law
enforcement officers’ grievances and to estab-
lish a law enforcement officers’ bill of rights
in each of the several States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BRADEMAS (for himself and
Mr. Bos WILSON) :

H.J. Res. 643. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the month of Octo-
ber 19871 as ‘“Project Concern Month"; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. CHAPPELL (for himself, Mr.
BixEes, Mr. GieBows, Mr. RoNCALIO,
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Mr. PeEPPER, Mr. HENDERSON, Mr.
EILBERG, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. UbaLrL,
Mr. FLOWERS, Mr, MANN, Mr. FULTON
of Tennessee, and Mr. BEVILL) :

H.J. Res. 644. Joint resolution relating to
the war power of Congress; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. JONES of Tennessee:

H.J. Res. 645. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to issue annually a proc-
lamation designating the period from Octo-
ber 12 through 19 of each year as ‘“National
Patriotic Education Week"”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MIZELL (for himself, Mr.
BAKER, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. Cawmp,
Mr. CoLLinNs of Texas, Mr. DERWIN-
SKI, Mr. DEVINE, Mr. FLOWERS, Mr.
JoNas, Mr. LENT, Mr. MiNSHALL, Mr.
MoONTGOMERY, Mr. Poace, and Mr.
ScorT) :

H. J. Res. 646. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H. Con. Res. 308. Concurrent resolution
calling for the humane treatment and re-
lease of U.S. prisoners of war held by North
Vietnam and its allies in Southeast Asia,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BINGHAM :

H. Res. 444, Resolution to abolish the
Committee on Internal Security and enlarge
the jurisdiction of the Committee on the
Judiciary; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts:

H. Res. 445. Resolution condemning the
harassment of American fishing vessels by
Soviet vessels, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.
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By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey (for
himself and Mr. ASHBROOK) :

H. Res. 4468, Resolution to authorize ad-
ditional investigative authority to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

177. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of California, rati-
ifying the proposed amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States extending the
right to vote to citizens 18 years of age and
older; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

178. Also, Legislature of the State of West
Virginia, ratifying the proposed amendment
to the Constitution of the United States ex-
tending the right to vote to citizens 18 years
of age and older; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CULVER.:

H.R. 8540. A bill for the relief of Eleonora
G. Mpolakis; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R. 8541. A bill for the rellef of Adolfo
Martin Laska; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary,

By Mr, RIEGLE:

H.R.8542. A bill for the relief of Yang,
Jung Al and Yang, Hye Jung; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

COMPREHENSIVE CHILD CARE

HON. BELLA S. ABZUG

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mrs, ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, today Rep-
resentative CHisHoLm and I are intro-
ducing, as cosponsors, a comprehensive
child care bill calling for an appropria-
tion of $5 billion, $8 billion and $10 bil-
lion over a 3-year period.

This bill is drafted as a series of de-
tailed amendments to H.R. 6748, the
bill introduced by Congressman BRADE-
Mas and other members of the Select
Subcommittee on Education of the
House Committee on Education and La-
bor, earlier in this session of Congress.

We feel that H.R. 6748 is a good bill,
but that it does not go far enough. It
provides child care only for American
communities of an as yet unspecified
size; it deemphasizes the needs of wom-
en; and—most important of all—it is
unlikely to be funded at anything like
the level necessary to meet the needs of
the Nation’s women and children.

Our bill tries to deal with these prob-
lems. In drafting it, we have relied heav-
ily on the suggestions of other people—
working mothers, community leaders
and child care experts. Last February,
for example, I called a public hearing
on child care in New York City. There

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

I heard many women testify to the need
for round-the-clock child care, and we
have specifically provided for such serv-
ices in our bill.

At this point in the Recorp, I would
like to include a copy of our bill, to-
gether with the testimony which I gave
earlier this morning to the select sub-
commitftee. I am also including the
transeript of the excellent testimony
given at our New York hearings:

H.R. 8402
A bill to provide a comprehensive child de-
velopment program in the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Comprehensive
Child Development Act”.

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds that (1)
millions of American children are suffering
unnecessary harm from the present lack of
adequate child development services, partic-
ularly during their early childhood years;
(2) comprehensive child development pro-
grams, including a full range of health, edu-
cation, and social services, are essential to
the achievement of the full potential of
America’s children and should be avallable
to all children regardless of economic, social,
and family background; (3) children with
special needs must receive full and special
consideration in planning any child devel-
opment programs and, until such time as
such programs are expanded to become avall-
able to all children, priority must be given

to preschool children with the greatest eco-
nomic and social need; (4) the absence of
comprehensive child development programs
has denied to thousands of American women
the opportunity to achieve their full em-
ployment potential; (5) while no mother
may be forced to work as a condition for
using child development programs, such pro-
grams are essential to allow many parents
to improve their economic condition by un-
dertaking full or part-time employment,
training and education; and (6) it is crucial
to the meaningful development of such pro-
grams that their planning and operation be
undertaken as a partnership of parents, com-
munity, State and local governments.

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to pro-
vide every child with a fair and full oppor-
tunity to reach his full potential by estab-
lishing and expanding comprehensive child
development programs and services so as to
(1) assure the sound and coordinated de-
velopment of these programs; (2) recognize
and build upon the experience and successes
gained through the Headstart program and
similar efforts; (3) make child development
services available to all children who need
them, with special emphasis on preschool
programs for economically disadvantaged
children and for children of working moth-
ers and single parent familles; (4) provide
that decisions as to the nature and funding
of such programs be made at the commu-
nity level with the full involvement of par-
ents and other individuals and organizations
in the community interested in child devel-
opment; and (5) establish the legislative
framework for the future expansion of such
programs to provide universally available
child development services.
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TITLE I—COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVEL-
OPMENT PROGRAMS, DIRECTION TO
ESTABLISH PROGRAM

Sec. 101. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is hereby authorized and
directed to establish child development pro-
grams and services through the support of
activities in accordance with the provisions
of this title.

CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Sec. 102. Funds appropriated under section
108 may be used (in accordance with ap-
proved applications) for the following ac-
tivities:

(a) planning and developing child devel-
opment programs, including (1) assisting
parent and community groups in developing
such programs through seed money grants;
and (2) developing and operating pilot pro-
grams to test the effectiveness of new con-
cepts, programs, and delivery systems;

(b) establishing, maintaining, and oper-
ating child development programs, which
may include activities such as—

(1) comprehensive physical and mental
health, social, and cognitive development
services necessary for children participating
in the program to profit fully from their edu-
cational opportunities and to attain their
maximum potential;

(2) food and nutritional services (includ-
ing family consultation);

(8) rental, remodeling, renovation, altera-
tion, construction, or acquisition of facilities,
including mobile facilities, and the acqui-
sition of necessary equipment and supplies;

(4) programs designed to meet the spe-
cial needs of minority groups, Indian and
migrant children with particular emphasis
on the needs of children from bilingual fam-
ilies for the development of skills in Eng-
lish and other languages spoken Iin the
home;

(5) a program of dally activities designed
to develop fully each child's potential;

(6) other specially designed health, so-
clal, and educational programs (including
afterschool, summer, weekend, vacation, and
overnight programs);

(7T) medical, psychological, educational,
and other appropriate diagnosis and iden-
tification of wvisual, hearing, speech, nutri-
tional, and other physical, mental, and emo-
tional barriers to full participation in child
development programs, with appropriate
treatment to overcome such barriers;

(8) incorporation within child develop-
ment programs of speclal activities designed
to ameliorate identified handicaps and,
where necessary or desirable, because of the
severity of such handicaps, establishing,
maintaining, and operating separate child
development programs designed primarily to
meet the needs of handicapped children;

(9) preservice and inservice education and
other training for professional and para-
professional personnel incorporating a ca-
reer ladder structure to allow for a definite
advancement from unskilled to skilled
positions;

(10) dissemination of information in the
functional language of those to be served
to assure that parents are well informed of
child development programs available to
them and may become directly involved in
such programs;

(11) services, including, where desired, in-
home services, and training in the funda-
mentals of child development, for parents,
older family members functioning in the
capacity of parents, youth and prospective
parents;

(12) utilization of chlld advocates to work
on behalf of children and parents to secure
them full access to other services, programs,
or activities intended for the benefit of
children; and

(13) such other services and activities as
the Secretary deems appropriate in further-
ance of the purposes of this Act;
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(c) staffl and administrative expenses of
local policy councils and child development
councils.

PRIME SPONSORS

Sec. 103. (a) The following shall be eli-
gible to be prime sponsors of a comprehen-
sive child development program in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section:

(1) any State;

(2) any unit of general local government—

(A) which is a city; or

(B) which is a country or other unit of
general local government and which the
Secretary determines has general powers
substantially similar to those of a city;

(3) any combination of units of general
local government;

(4) a federally recognized Indian reserva-
tion; or

(5) any public or private nonprofit agency
or organization, including but not limited
to community action agencies, single-pur-
pose Headstart agencies, community corpora-
tions, parent cooperatives, organizations of
migrant workers, labor unions, organizations
of Indians, employers of working mothers,
and public and private educational agencies
and institutions, serving or applying to
serve children In a neighborhood or other
area possessing a commonality of interest
under the jurisdiction of any unit (or com-
bination of units) of general local govern-
ment referred to in subsection

(a) Iin the event that—

(A) such unit (or combination of units)
of general local government either has not
submitted an application pursuant to this
section within 120 days of the implementa-
tion of this title by the promulgation of
regulations by the Secretary, or has not
submitted a plan pursuant to section 104
within 240 days of sald implementation dur-
ing the first fiscal year in which this title
is funded or earlier than 90 days before the
start of each succeeding fiscal year, or, al-
though serving as a prime sponsor, is found,
in accordance with the procedures contained
in subsection (9) of this section not to be
satisfactorlly implementing a child develop-
ment plan which adequately meets the
purpose of this title; or

(B) the Secretary determines such spon-
sorship necessary to meet the needs of
economically disadvantaged children, pre-
school age children, or children of work-
ing mothers or single parents residing in
the area served by a prime sponsor designated
pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (4) of this
subsection; or

(C) such sponsorship is for the purpose
of providing comprehensive child develop-
ment programs on a year-round basis to
children of migrant workers and their fami-
lies; or

(D) with respect to funds reserved pur-
suant to section 109(a)(3), the Secretary
determines that sponsorship by such agency
or organization will result in the establish-
ment of a model project responsive to the
needs of economically disadvantaged, mi-
nority group, bilingual or preschool age chil-
dren, or to the needs of children of working
mothers or single parents,

(b) Any State, unit, or combination of
units of general local government or Indian
reservation that is eligible to be a prime
sponsor under subsection (a) and which de-
sires to be so designated in order to enter into
arrangements with the Secretary under this
title shall submit to the Secretary an appli-
cation for designation as prime sponsor
which, in addition to describing the area to
be served, shall provide for—

(1) the establishment of a Child Develop-
ment Council which shall be responsible for
planning, conducting, coordinating, and
monitoring child development programs in
the prime sponsorship area and ghall submit
to the Secretary a Comprehensive Child De-
velopment Plan pursuant to section 104.
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Each Local Policy Council shall elect at least
one representative to the Child Development
Council; and two-thirds of the members of
such Council shall be elected representatives
of Local Policy Councils. The balance shall
be appointed by the chief executive officer
of officers of the unit or units of govern-
ment establishing such Counecil and shall be
broadly representative of the unit or units
of government; the public and private eco-
nomic opportunity, health, education, wel-
fare, employment, training, and child service
agencies in the prime sponsorship area;
minority groups and organizations; public
and private child development organizations;
employers of working mothers, and labor
unions, and shall include at least one child
development speclalist. At least one-third of
the total membership of the Child Develop-
ment Council shall be parents who are eco-
nomically disadvantaged. Each Council shall
select its own chairman.

(2) the establishment of Local Policy
Councils for each neighborhood or subarea
possessing a commonality of interest or;
pursuant to criteria established by the Sec-
retary, a nongeographic grouping of appro-
priate size, composed of parents of children
eligible to participate under this Act work-
ing or participating in training in a com-
mon area, or otherwise possessing a particu-
lar interest in the establishment of one or
more projects under this Act, in the area to
be served under the prime sponsorship plan.
Such Councils shall be composed of parents
of children eligible under this title or their
representatives who reside in such neighbor-
hood or subareas or, in the case of a non-
geographical grouping, who are working or
participating in training in the common
area, and who are chosen by such parents
in accordance with democratic selection pro-
cedures established by the Secretary. Such
Local Policy Councils shall be responsible,
among other things, for determining child
development needs and priorities in their

neighborhoods or subareas, and shall make
recommendations relating thereto and en-
courage project applications pursuant to sec-
tion 105 designed to fulfill that plan, and
recommend applications for funding by the
Child Development Council.

(3) the delegation by the Child Develop-

ment Council to an appropriate agency
(existing or newly created) of the State, unit
or combination of units of general local
government, or Indian reservation of the ad-
ministrative responsibility for developing a
Comprehensive Child Development Plan pur-
suant to section 104, for evaluating applica-
tions for such assistance submitted to it by
other agencies or organizations, for delivering
services, activities, and programs for which
financial assistance is provided under this
title, and for continuously evaluating and
overseeing the implementation of programs
assisted under this title: Provided, That such
delegate agency will be ultimately responsi-
ble for its actions to the Child Development
Council; such council shall make a periodic
review and evaluation of agency performance
including but not limited to a review of
guidelines, regulations and procedures of
said agency.

(c) Any public or private nonprofit
agency or organization that desires to be
designated a prime sponsor pursuant to sub-
section (a)(6) in order to enter into ar-
rangements with the Secretary under this
title shall submit to the Secretary an appli-
cation for designation as prime sponsor
which, in addition to describing the area to
be served, shall—

(1) demonstrate that such agency or or-
ganization qualifies as eligible prime spon-
sor pursuant to subsectlon (a)(5);

(2) evidence the capabllity of such agency
or organization for effectively planning, con-
duveting, coordinating, and monitoring child
development programs in the area to be
served; and
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(38) provide for the establishment of a
local policy council which shall be composed
of parents of eligible children or thelr rep-
resentatives who reside In such area and
who are chosen by such parents in accord-
ance with democratic selection procedures
established by the Secretary.

(d) (1) In the event that a State has sub-
mitted an application for designation as
prime sponsor to serve or is acting as a prime
sponsor serving a geographical area within
the jurisdiction of'a unit (or combination of
units) of general local government or an In-
dian reservation which is eligible under para-
graph (2), (3), or (4) of subsection (a) and
which has submitted an application for des-
fgnation as prime sponsor that meets the
requirements of subsection (b), the Secre-
tary shall tentatively approve the latter ap-
plication, subject to review of the Compre-
hensive Child Development Plan,

(2) When & unit (or combination of units)
of general local government has submitted
an application for designation as prime spon-
sor or is acting as prime sponsor serving a
geographic area within the jurisdiction of
another such unit (or ecombination of units)
which Is eligible under paragraph (2) or (8)
of subsection (a) and which has submitted
an application for designation as prime spon-
sor that meets the requirements of cubsec-
tion (b), the Secretary, in accordance with
such regulations as he shall prescribe, shall
approve for that geographical area the appli-
cation of the unit of general local govern-
ment which he determines will most effec-
tively carry out the purposes of this title,

(3) When a unit (or combination of units)
of general local government has submitted
an application for designation as prime
sponsor to serve or is acting as a prime spon-
sor serving a geographical area under the
jurisdiction of an Indian reservation that
has submitted an application for designation
as prime sponsor that meets the require-
ments of subsection (b), the Secretary shall
tentatively approve the latter application,
subject to review of the Comprehensive Child
Development Plan.

(e) The Governor or appropriate State
agency shall be given a reasonable oppor-
tunity to review applications for designation
filed by other than the State, offer recom-
mendations to the applicant, and submit
comments to the Secretary.

(1) Except as provided in subsection (d),
an application submitted under this sectlon
may be disapproved or a prior designation of
a prime sponsor may be withdrawn only if
the Secretary, in accordance with regulations
which he shall prescribe, has provided—

(1) written notice of intention to disap-
prove such application including a statement
of the reasons therefor;

{2) a reasonable time in which to submit
corrective amendments to such application
or undertake other necessary corrective ac-
tion, and

(3) an opportunity for a public hearing
upon which basis an appeal to the Secre-
tary may be taken as of right.

(g) (1) If any party is dissatisfied with the
Secretary's final action under subsection (f)
with respect to the disapproval of its appli-
cation submitted under this section or the
withdrawal of its designation, such party
may, within sixty days after notice of such
action, file with the United States court of
appeals for the circuit in which such party
is located a petition for review of that action.
A copy . of the petition shall be forthwith
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the
Secretary. The Secretary thereupon shall file
in the court the record of the proceedings on
which he based his action, as provided in sec-
tion 2112 of title 28, United States Code.

(2) The findings of fact by the Secretary,
if supported by substantial evidence, shall be
conclusive; but the court, for good cause
shown, may remand the case to the Secre-
tary to take further evidence, and the Secre-
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tary may thereupon make new or modified
findings of fact and may modify his previous
action, and shall certify to the court the rec-
ord of the further proceedings. Such new or
modified findings of fact shall likewise be
conclusive if supported by substantial evi-
dence.

(3) The court shall have jurisdiction to
affirm the action of the Secretary or as to
set aside, in whole or in part. The judgment
of the court shall be subject to review by the
Supreme Court of the United States upon
certiorari or certification as provided in sec-
tion 1254 of title 28, United States Code.

COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT PLANS

Sec, 104. (a) Financlal assistance under
this title may be provided by the Secretary
for any fiscal year to a prime sponsor desig-
nated pursuant to section 103(b) only pur-
suant to a comprehensive child development
plan which is submitted by such prime spon-
sor and approved by the Secretary in accord-
ance with the provisions of this title. Any
such plan shall set forth a comprehensive
program for providing child development
services In the prime sponsorship area
which—

(1) identifies child development needs and
goals within the area and describes the pur-
poses Tor which the financlal assistance will
be used;

(2) meets the needs of children In the
prime sponsorship area, including (A) prior-
ity programs for pre-school children 5 years
of age and under, (B) before and after school
programs, and (C) infant care programs as
well as insuring the availability of child
care services for the children of single par-
ents or working mothers who must work or
attend school or other employment related
training or educational activities on night
shifts or night session;

(3) gives priority to providing child de-
velopment programs and services to eco-
nomically disadvantaged children by reserv-
ing for such child from such funds as are
recelved under section 109 in any fiscal year
an amount at least equal to the aggregate
amount received by public or private agen-
cles or organizations within the prime spon-
sorship area for programs during flscal year
1972 under section 222(a) (1) of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964; and by re-
serving no less than the following percentages
of the remainder of its allotment under sec-
tion 109 for child development programs and
services for economically disadvantaged chil-
dren: 65 per centum of its allotment for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973; 60 per
centum of its allotment for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974; and 55 per centum of
its allotment for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975.

(4) gilves priority thereafter to providing
child development programs and services to
children of single parents or working moth-
ers, without regard to socio-economic back-
ground;

(5) provides, insofar as feasible, that such
programs under this Act will be approved
only if there is participation without regard
to family income and in accordance with an
appropriate fee schedule as provided in para-
graph (6) of this subsection;

(6) provides that (A) no charge for serv-
ices provided under a child development pro-
gram assisted under the plan will be made
with respect to any child whose family has
an annual income below the cost of family
consumption of the lower living standard
budget as determined by the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics of the Department of Labor,
except to the extent that payment will be
made by a third party (including a Govern-
ment agency) which Is authorized or re-
quired to pay for such services; and (B)
such charges will be made with respect to
any child who does not qualify under (A) in
accordance with an appropriate fee schedule
which shall be established by the Secretary
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by regulation and which is based upon the
ability of the family to pay for such services,
including the extent to which any third
party (including a Government agency) is
authorized or required to make payments
for such services;

(7) provides that cooperative arrangements
will be entered into under which public
agencies, at both the State and local levels,
responsible for the education of or other
services to handicapped children will make
such services avallable, where appropriate, to
programs approved under the plan;

(8) provides that insofar as possible, per-
sons residing in communities served by such
projects will receive jobs, including in-home
and part-time jobs and opportunities for
training in programs authorized under title
II of this Act;

(9) provides that, to the extent feasible,
the enrollment of children in each program
within the prime sponsorship area will in-
clude children from a range of socloeconomic
backgrounds;

(10) provides comprehensive services to
meet the special needs of minority groups,
Indians and migrant children, with particu-
lar emphasis on the needs of children from
bilingual families for development of skills
in English and in the other language spoken
in the home;

(11) provides equitably for the child de-
velopment needs of children from each mi-
nority group residing within the area served;

(12) provides that children in the area
served will In no case be excluded from the
programs operated pursuant to this Act be-
cause of their participation in non-public
preschool or school programs or because of
the intention of their parents to enroll them
in nonpublic schools when they attain school

age;

(13) provides, insofar as possible, for co-
ordination of child development programs
with other social programs (including but
not limited to those relating to employ-
ment and manpower) £o0 as to keep family
units Intact or in close proximity during
the day;

(14) provides for direct parent participa-
tion in the establishment, conduct, and
overall direction and evaluation of programs;
establishes a program for assisting parent
and nonprofit organizations In planning
and developing childhood development pro-

ms;

(15) provides that, to the extent appro-
priate, programs will include participation
by paid paraprofessional aides and by vol-
unteers, especially parents and older chil-
dren, and including senior citizens, students,
and persons preparing for employment in
child development programs;

(16) provides for the regular and fre-
quent dissemination of information in the
functional language of those to be served,
to assure that parents and interested per-
sons in the community are fully informed of
the activities of the Child Development
Council and its delegate agency;

(17) provides that no person will be
denied employment in any program solely
on the ground that he falls to meet State
teacher certification standards;

(18) assures that linkage and coordina-
tion mechanisms have been developed by
preschool program administrators and ad-
ministrators of school systems, both pub-
lic and nonpublic, at a local level, to pro-
vide continuity between programs for pre-
school and elementary school children, and
to coordinate programs conducted under this
Act and programs conducted pursuant to
section 222(a) (2) of the Economilc Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 and the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act;

(19) provides, in the case of a prime spon-
sor located within or adjacent to a metro-
politan. area, for coordination with other
prime sponsors located within such metro-
politan area, and arrangements for coopera-
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tive funding where appropriate, and par-
ticularly for such coordination when appro-
priate to meet the needs for child develop-
ment services of children of parents work-
ing or participating in training or other-
wise occupied during the day within a prime
sponsorship area other than that in which
they reside;

(20) assures coordination of child devel-
opment programs for which financial as-
sistance Is provided under the authority of
other laws;

(21) establishes arrangements in the area
served for the coordination of programs con-
ducted under the auspices of or with the
support of business, Industry, labor, em-
ployee and labor-management organizations
and other communlty groups;

(22) provides assurances satisfactory to
the Secretary that the non-Federal share
requirements will be met;

(23) provides for such fiscal control and
funding accounting procedures as the Sec-
retary may prescribe to assure proper dis-
bursement of and accounting for Federal
funds paid to the prime sponsor;

(24) set forth plans for regularly conduct-
ing surveys and analyses of needs for child
development programs in the prime spon-
sorship area and for submitting to the Secre-
tary a comprehensive annual report and
evaluation in such form and containing such
information as the Secretary shall establish
by regulation;

(25) provides that emphasis will be given
to continued funding of ongoing projects
and that such applications, including but
not limited to those which received assist-
ance during the previous year under sec-
tion 222(a) (1) of the Economic Opportu-
nity Act of 1964, shall be denied continued
assistance only upon determination by the
Child Development Councll, based upon the
recommendation of the Local Policy Council,
after opportunity for hearing before such
Child Development Council, that the ap-
plicant no longer provides effective services;

(26) provides for mid-year termination by
the Child Development Couneil of assistance
to programs which no longer provide effec-
tive services or which fail to meet the re-
quirements of the project application or of
this title, upon the recommendation of the
appropriate Local Policy Council, after op-
portunity for hearing before such Local Policy
Council;

(27) provides that consideration will be
given to project applicants submitted by
public and private nonprofit organizations
and that (A) comparative costs in relation
to success offered shall be a factor in decid-
ing among applicants and (B) that all ap-
plicants must meet the standards for service
under authority of this title; and

(28) makes adequate provision for staff
and administrative expenses of the local
policy couneils.

(c) No comprehensive child development
plan or modification or amendment thereof
submitted by a prime sponsor under this
sectlon shall be approved by the Secretary
unless he determines that—

(1) each community action agency or sin-
gle-purpose Headstart agency in the area
to be served, previously responsible for the
administration of programs under this Act or
under section 222(a) (1) of the Economic Op-
portunity Act, has had an opportunity to
submit comments to the prime sponsor and
to the Secretary;

(2) any educational agency or institution
in the area to be served responsible for the
administration of programs under section
222(a)(2) of the Economic Opportunity Act
has had an opportunity to submit comments
to the prime sponsor and the Secretary;

(3) the Governor or appropriate State
agency has, in the case of a prime sponsor
that is a unit (or combination of units) of
general local government or an Indian reser-
vation, or public or private nonprofit agency,
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had an opportunity to submit comments to
the prime sponsor and to the Secretary.

(d) A comprehensive child development
plan submitted under this section may be
disapproved or a prior approval withdrawn
only if the Secretary provides written notice
of iutention to disapprove such plan, in-
cluding a statement of the reasons, a rea-
sonable time to submit corrective amend-
ments, and an opportunity for a public
hearing upon which basis an appeal to the
Secretary may be taken as of right.

PROJECT APPLICATIONS

Sec. 106. (a) Upon the recommendation
of the appropriate Local Policy Council, a
prime sponsor designated under section 103
(b) may provide financlal assistance, by
grant, loan, or contract, pursuant to a Com-
prehensive Child Development Plan; to any
qualified public or non-profit private agency
or organization, including but not limited
to a parent cooperative, community action
agency, single-purpose Headstart agency,
community development corporation, orga-
nization of migrant workers, Indian orga-
nization, private organization interested in
child development, labor union, or employee
and labor-management organization, which
submits an application meeting the require-
ments of subsection (b).

(b) A project application submitted for
approval under this section shall—

(1) provide such comprehensive health,
nutritional, education, social, and other
services as are necessary for the full cogni-
tive, emotional, and physical development
of each participating child;

(2) provide for the utllization of per-
sonnel, including paraprofessional and vol-
unteer personnel, adequate to meet the spe-
cialized needs of each participating child;

(3) provides for the regular and frequent
dissemination of information in the funec-
tional language of those to be served, to
assure that parents and interested persons
are fully informed of project activities;

(4) provide for particlpation by parents
in the development and operation of child
development programs;

(5) otherwise further the objectives and
satisfy the appropriate provisions of the
Comprehensive Child Development Plan in
force pursuant to section 104.

(c) The appropriate Local Policy Council
shall conduct public hearings on applica-
tions submitted to the prime sponsor under
this section prior to making its recommen-
dation for funding.

(d) (1) The Secretary may provide finan-
cial assistance, by grant, loan, or contract,
to a prime sponsor designated under section
103(a) (5), which submits a project applica-
tion meeting the requirements of subsection
(b).

(2) Such financial assistance may be pro-
vided from the funds allotted under section
109 to the prime sponsorship area in which
the section 103(a)(5) prime sponsor will
be conducting programs, and in the case
of prime sponsors designated pursuant to
section 103(a)(5) (B) such financlal assist-
ance may be provided from the funds re-
served pursuant to section 109(a) (1).

(3) The Child Development Council shall
conduct public hearings on such project ap-
plication prior to its submission to the Sec-
retary and shall submit the record of such
hearings to the Secretary with the project
application.

ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR PROGRAMS
INCLUDING CONSTRUCTION

Sec. 106. (a) Applications including con-
struction may be approved only upon a show-
ing that construction of such facilities is es-
sential to the provision of adequate child de-
velopment services, and that rental, renova-
tion, remodeling, or leasing of adequate fa-
cilities is not practicable.

(b) If within twenty years after comple-
tion of any construction for which Federal
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funds have been paid under this title the
facility shall cease to be used for the pur-
poses for which it was constructed, unless
the Secretary determines in accordance with
regulations that there is good cause for re-
leasing the applicant or other owner from
the obligation to do so, the United States
shall be entitled to recover from the appli-
cant or other owner of the facility an amount
which bears to the then value of the facility
(or so much thereof as constituted an ap-
proved project or projects) the same ratio as
the amount of such Federal funds bore to
the cost of the facility financed with the aid
of such funds. Such wvalue shall be deter-
mined by agreement of the parties or by ac-
tion to the prime sponsor from whose finan-
cial assistance the loan was made, or used
for additional loans or grants under this Act.
Not more than 15 per centum of the total
finanecial assistance provided to a prime spon-
sor pursuant to section 109 shall be used
for construction of facllities, with no more
than 7Y% per centum of such assistance
usable for grants for construction.
PAYMENTS

SEc. 107. (a) (1) Except as provided in sub-
paragraphs (2) and (3), the Secretary shall
pay to each prime sponsor an amount not
in excess of B0 per centum of the cost to
such prime sponsor of providing child de-
velopment programs. The Secretary may,
however, in accordance with regulations es-
tablishing objective criteria, approve assist-
ance in excess of such percentage If he de-
termines that such action is required to pro-
vide adequately for the child development
needs of economically disadvantaged persons.

(2) The Secretary shall pay to each prime
sponsor approved under section 103(a) (5)
(B) 100 per centum of the costs of providing
child development programs for children of
migrant agricultural workers and their
families.

(3) The Secretary shall pay to each prime
sponsor approved under section 103(a)(4)
100 per centum of the costs of providing child
development programs for children on fed-
erally recognized Indian reservations.

(b) The non-Federal share of the costs of
programs assisted under this title may be
provided through public or private funds and
may be in the form of goods, services, or
facilities (or portions thereof that are used
for program purposes), reasonably evaluated,
or union and employer contributions: Pro-
vided, That fees collected for services pro-
vided pursuant to section 104 (a) (6) shall not
be used to make up the non-Federa] share,
but shall be turned over to the appropriate
prime sponsor for distribution in the same
manner as the prime sponsor's allotment
under section 104(a) (3);

(e) If, in any fiscal year, a prime sponsor
provides non-Federal contributions exceeding
its requirements, such excess may be applied
toward meeting the requirements for such
contributions for the subsequent fiscal year
under this title.

AUTHORIZATION OF APFROPRIATIONS

Sec. 108. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated the sum of §5,000,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1873; the
sum of $8,000,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974; and the sum of £10,000~
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1875.

ALLOTMENTS AMONG PRIME SPONSORS

Sec. 109. (a) The Secretary shall first re-
serve the following from the amount appro-
priated under this title:

(1) not less than that proportion of the
total amount available for carrying out this
title as is equivalent to that proportion
which the total number of children of mi-
grant agricultural workers bears to the total
number of economically disadvantaged chil-
dren in the United States, which shall be
made available to prime sponsors under sec-
tlon 103(a) (5) (C):
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(2) not less than that proportion of the
total amount available for carrying out this
title as is equivalent to that proportion
which the total number of children on In-
dian reservations bears to the total number
of economically disadvantaged children in
the United States, which shall be apportioned
among federally recognized Indian reserva-
tions for programs serving such reservations
so that the amount apportioned to each such
reservation bears the same relationship to
the total amounts reserved pursuant to this
paragraph that the number of children re-
slding in such reservation bears to the total
number of children residing in all such res-
ervations; and

(3) a sum, not to exceed 5 per centum
thereof, which shall be made available under
section 103(a) (5) (D).

(b) The Secretary shall allot the remainder
of the amount appropriated under this title
(after making the reservations required in
subsection (a)) among the States in the fol-
lowing manner:

(1) 50 per centum thereof so that the
amount allotted to each BState bears the
same ratio to such 50 per centum as the
number of economically disadvantaged
children through age 14 in the State, exclud-
ing those children in the State who are
eligible for services funded under subsection
(a) (1) and (2) to the number of economical-
1y disadvantaged children in all the States,
excluding those children in all the States
who are eligible for services funded under
subsection (a) (1) and (2);

(2) 25 per centum thereof so that the
amount to each State bears the same ratio
to such 25 per centum as the number of chil-
dren through age 5 in the State, excluding
those children in the State who are eligible
for services funded under subsection (a) (1)
and (2) bears to the number of children
through age 5 in all the States, excluding
those who are eligible for services funded
under subsection (a) (1) and (2);

(3) 256 per centum thereof so that the
amount allotted to each State bears the same
ratio to such 25 per centum as the number
of children of working mothers and single
parents in the State, excluding those children
in the State who are eligible for services
funded under subsection (a) (1) and (2)
bears to the total mumber of children of
working mothers and single parents in all ...

(c) The Secretary shall further apportion
the amount allotted to each State among the
prime sponsors in such State in the follow-
ing manner:

(1) 50 per centum thereof so that the
amount apportioned to each prime sponsor
bears the same ratio to such 50 per centum
as the number of economically disadvantaged
children through age 14 in the area served
by the prime sponsor bears to the number of
economically disadvantaged children in the
State;

(2) 25 per centum thereof so that the
amount apportioned to each prime sponsor
bears the same ratio to such 25 per centum
as the number of children through age 5
in the area served by the prime sponsor bears
to the number of children through age 5 in
the State;

(3) 256 per centum thereof so that the
amount apportioned to each prime sponsor
bears the same ratio to such 25 per centum
as the number of children of working mothers
and single parents in the area served by the
prime sponsor bears to the number of chil-
dren of working mothers and single parents in
the State;

(d) The number of children through age 5,
the number of economically disadvantaged
children, and the number of children of work-
ing mothers and single parents in an area
served by a prime sponsor, in the State, and
in all the States, shall be determined by the
Secretary on the basis of the most recent sat-
isfactory data avallable to him.

(e) The portion of any allotment under
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subsection (b) or (c) for a fiscal year which
the BSecretary determines will not be re-
quired, for the period such allotment is avail-
able, for carrying out programs under this
title shall be available for reapportionment
from time to time, on such dates during such
period as the Secretary shall fix, or to other
States in the case of allotments under sub-
section (b), or to other prime sponsors In
the case of allotments under subsection (¢),
in proportion to the original allotments, to
such States under subsection (b), or such
prime sponsors under subsection (c), for
such year, but with such proportionate
amount for any of such States, or prime
sponsors being reduced to the extent it ex-
ceeds the needs of such State, or prime spon-
sor for carrying out activities approved under
this title, and the total of such reductions
shall be similarly reallotted among the
States, or prime sponsors whose proportionate
amounts are not so reduced. Any amount
reallotted to a State or prime sponsor under
this subsection during a year shall be deemed
part of its allotment under subsection (b)
or (c¢) for such year.

(f) The Secretary shall pay from the ap-
plicable prime sponsor allotment the Fed-
eral share of the costs of programs which
have been approved as provided in this title.
Such payments may be made in installments,
and in advance or by way of reimbursement,
with necessary adjustments on account of
overpayments or underpayments.

(g) No State or unit (or combination of
units) of general local government shall re-
duce its expenditures for child development
and day care programs by reason of assist-
ance under this title.

OFFICE OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 110. The Secretary shall take all neces-
sary steps to coordinate programs under his
jurisdiction and under that of the Federal
agencies which provide child development
services. To this end, he shall establish in
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare &n Office of Child Development
which shall be the principal agency of the
Department for the administration of this
Act and for the coordination of programs
and other activities relating to child develop-
ment. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
enable the Office of Child Development to
carry out its functions. The President shall
take appropriate steps to establish, insofar
as possible, mechanisms for coordination at
the State and local level of programs provid-
ing child development services wi'h Federal
assistance.

FEDERAL STANDARDS FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES

Bec. 111. (a) Within six months of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall, after
consultation with other Federal agencies, and
with the approval of a committee established
pursuant to subsection (b), promulgate a
common set of program standards which
shall be applicable to all programs providing
child development services with Federal as-
sistance, to be known as the Federal Stand-
ards for Child Development Services.

(b) The Secretary shall, within 60 days
after enactment of this Act, appoint a special
committee on Federal Standards for Child
Development Services, which shall include
parents of children enrolled in child develop-
ment programs, public and private agencies
or specialists, and national agencies for orga-
nizations interested in the development of
children. Not less than one-half of the mem-
bership of the committee shall consist of
parents of children enrolled in programs con-
ducted under this title, section 222(a) (1) of
the Economic Opportunity Act, and title IV
of the Social Security Act. Such Committee
shall participate in the development of Fed-
eral Standards for Child Development
Services.
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DEVELOPMENT OF UNIFORM CODE FOR FACILITIES

Sec. 112, (a) The Secretary shall, within
60 days after enactment of this Act, appoint
a special committee to develop a uniform
minimum code for facilities, to be used in
licensing child development facilities. Such
standards shall deal principally with those
matters essential to the health, safety, and
physical comfort of the children and the rela-
tionship of such matters to the Federal
Standards for Child Development Services
under section 111.

(b) The special commiftee appointed un-
der this section shall include parents of chil-
dren enrolled in child development programs
and representatives of State and local licens-
ing agencies, public health officials, fire pre-
vention officials, the construction industry
and unions, public and private agencies or
organizations administering child develop-
ment programs, and national agencies or
organizations interested in the development
of children. Not less than one-half of the
membership of the committee shall consist of
parents of children enrolled in programs con-
ducted under this title, section 222(a) (1) of
the Economic Opportunity Act, and title IV
of the Social SBecurlty Act.

(¢) Within six months of its appointment,
the special committee shall complete a pro-
posed uniform code and shall hold public
hearings on the proposed code prior to sub-
mitting its final recommendations to the Sec-
cretary for his approval.

(d) The Secretary must approve the code
as a whole or secure the concurrence of the
special committee to changes therein, and,
upon approval, such standards shall be ap-
plicable to all facilities recelving Federal
financial assistance or in which programs
receiving Federal financial assistance are
operated; and the Secretary shall also dis-
tribute such standards and wurge their
adoption by States and local governments,
The Secretary may from time to time modify
the uniform code for facilities in accordance
with the procedures described in subsections
(a) through (d).

USE OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL GOVERN-

MENTAL FACILITIES FOE CHILD DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAMS

Sec. 113. (a) The Secretary, after consul-
tation with other appropriate officials of the
Federal Government, shall within sixteen
months of enactment of this Act report to
the Congress in respect to the extent to
which facilities owned or leased by Federal
departments, agencies, and independent au-
thorities could be made available to public
and private nonprofit agencies and organiza-
tions if appropriate services were provided,
as facilities for child development programs
under this Act during times and periods
when not utilized fully for their usual pur-
poses, together with his recommendations
(including recommendations for changes in
legislation) or proposed actions for such
utilization.

{b) The Secretary may require that, as a
condition to the receipt of assistance under
this Act, any prime sponsor that is a State
unit (or combination of units) of local gov-
ernment of a public school system shall agree
to conduct a review and provide the Secretary
with a report as to the extent to which fa-
cllities owned or leased by such prime spon-
sor could be available, if appropriate services
were provided, as facllities for child develop-
ment programs under this Act during times
and periods when not utilized fully for
usual purposes, together with the prime
sponsor’s proposed actions for such utiliza-
tion.

REPEAL, CONSOLIDATION, AND COORDINATION

Sec. 114. (a) In order to achleve to the
greatest degree feasible, the consolidation
and coordination of programs providing child
development services, while assuring con-
tinuity of existing programs during transi-
tion to the programs authorized under this
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Act, the following statutes are amended, ef-
fective July 1, 1973:

(1) Section 222(a)(1) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is repealed.

{2) Part B of title V of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is repealed.

(8) Section 162(b) of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by striking
out “day care for children” and inserting in
lieu thereof “assistance in securing child de-
velopment services for children, but not op-
eration of child development programs for
children.”

(4) Section 123(a)(6) of the Economie
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by
striking out “day care for children” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “assistance in securing
child development services for children”, and
adding after the word ‘‘employment” the
phrase “but not including the direct opera-
tion of child development programs for chil-
dren."”

(5) Section 312(b) (1) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by strik-
ing out “day care for children.”

(b) The Secretary shall promulgate reg-
ulations to guarantee that other federally
funded child development and related pro-
grams, including title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and
section 222(a) (2) of the Economic Opportu-
nity Act of 1964, will coordinate with the
programs designed under this title. Further,
the Secretary will insure that joint tech-
nical assistance efforts will result in the de-
velopment of coordinated efforts between the
Office of Education and the Office of Child
Development.

(c) The day care services furnished as a
part of the child care services furnished un-
der a State plan approved under part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act, or as
a part of the child welfare services furnished
under a State plan developed as provided
in part B of such title shall be day care serv-
ices made available under this title, and such
services shall be deemed to meet the re-
quirements of section 422(a) (1) (C) of the
Social Security Act. The Secretary shall pre-
scribe such regulations and make such ar-
rangements as may be necessary or appro-
priate to insure that suitable child develop-
ment programs under this Act are available
for children receiving aid or services under
State plans approved under part A of title
IV of the Soclal Security Act and State plans
developed as provided in part B of such title
to the extent that such programs are re-
quired for the administration of such plans
and the achievement of their objectives, and
that there is effective coordination between
the child development programs under this
Act and the programs of ald and services
under such title IV.

TITLE II—FACILITIES FOR CHILD DE-
VELOPMENT PROGRAMS
MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT
FACILITIES

Sec. 201. (a) It is the purpose of this sec-
tion to assist and encourage the provision
of urgently needed facilities for child care
and child development programs.

{b) For the purpose of this sectlon—

(1) The term “child developement facil-
ity" means a facility of a public or private
nonprofit agency or organization, licensed
or regulated by the State (or, if there is
no State law providing for such licensing
and regulation by the State, by the muniei-
pality or other political subdivision in which
the facility is located), for the provision of
child development programs.

(2) The terms “mortgage”, “mortgagor”,
“mortgagee”, “maturity date, and “State”
shall have the meanings respectively set
forth in section 207 of the National Housing
Act.

(c) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare (hereinafter referred to as the
“Secretary”) is authorized to insure any
mortgage (including advances on such
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mortgage during construction) in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section upon
such terms and conditions as he may
prescribe and make commitments for in-
surance of such mortgage prior to the date
of its execution or disbursement thereon.

(d) In order to carry out the purpose of
this section, the Secretary is authorized to
insure any mortgage which covers a new
child development facility or renovation, in-
cluding equipment to be used in its opera-
tion, subject to the following conditions:

(1) The mortgage shall be executed by a
mortgagor, approved by the Secretary, who
shall demonstrate ability to meet the
mortgage obligation. The Secretary may In
his discretion require any such mortgagor
to be regulated or restricted as to minimum
charges and methods of financing, and, in
addition thereto, if the mortgagor is a
corporate entity, as to capital structure and
rate of return. As an aid to the regulation or
restriction of any mortgagor with respect to
any of the foregoing matters, the Secretary
may make such contracts with and acquire
for not to exceed $100 such stock or interest
in such mortgagor as he may deem necessary.
Any stock or interest so purchased shall be
paid for out of the Child Development
Facility Insurance Fund, and shall be re-
deemed by the mortgagor at par upon the
termination of all obligations of the Secre-
tary under the insurance.

(2) The mortgage may involve a principal
obligation of 106 per centum of the estimated
replacement cost of the property or project,
including equipment replacement cost of the
property or project, including equipment to
be used in the operation of child develop-
ment facility, when the proposed improve-
ments are completed and the equipment is
installed.

(3) The mortgage shall—

(A) provide for complete amortization by
periodic payments within such term as the
Becretary shall prescribe, and

(B) bear interest (exclusive of premium
charges for insurance and service charges, if
any) at not to exceed such per centum per
annum on the principal obligation outstand-
ing at any time as the Secretary finds neces-
sary to meet the mortgage market.

(4) The Secretary shall not insure any
mortgage under this section unless he has
determined that the child development fa-
cility to be covered by the mortgage will be
in compliance with the Uniform Code for
Facilities approved by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 112 of this Act.

(6) The Secretary shall not insure any
mortgage under this section unless he has
also received from the prime sponsor au-
thorized In title I of this Act a certificate
that the facility is consistent with and will
not hinder the execution of the prime spon-
sor's plan.

(e) The Secretary shall fix and collect
premium charges for the insurance of mort-
gages under this section which shall be pay-
able annually in advance by the mortgagee,
either in cash or in debentures of the Child
Development Facility Insurance Fund (es-
tablished by subsection (h)) issued at par
plus accrued interest. In the case of any
mortgage such charge shall be not less than
an amount equivalent to one-fourth of 1 per
centum per annum nor more than an amount
equivalent to 1 per centum per annum of
the amount of the principal obligation of
the mortgage outstanding at any one time,
without taking into account delinquent
payments or prepayments. In addition to the
premium charge herein provided for, the
Secretary is authorized to charge and collect
such amounts as he may deem reasonable
for the appraisal of a property or project
during construction; but such charges for
appraisal and inspection shall not aggregate
more than 1 per centum of the original prin-
cipal face amount of the mortgage.

(f) The Secretary may consent to the re-
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lease of a part or parts of the mortgaged
property or project from the lien of any
mortgage Insured under this section upon
such terms and conditions as he may pre-
scribe.

(g) (1) The Secretary shall have the same
functions, powers, and duties (insofar as
applicable) with respect to the insurance
of mortgages under this section as the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
has with respect to the insurance of mort-
gages under title II of the National Housing

ct.

(2) The provisions of subsections (e), (g).
(h), (1), (1), (k), (1), and (n) of section
207 of the National Housing Act shall apply
to mortgages insured under this section;
except that, for purposes of their application
with respect to such mortgages, all refer-
ences in such provisions to the General In-
surance Fund shall be deemed to refer to
the Child Development Facility Insurance
Fund, and all references in such provisions
to "“Secretary” shall be deemed to refer to
lrthe Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
are.

(h) (1) There is hereby created a Child
Development Facility Insurance Fund which
shall be used by the Secretary as a revolving
fund for carrying out all the insurance pro-
visions of this section. All mortgages insured
under this section shall be insured under
and be the obligation of the Child Develop-
ment Facility Insurance Fund.

(2) The general expenses of the operations
of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare relating to mortgages insured under
this section may be charged to the Child
Development Facility Insurance Fund.

(3) Moneys in the Child Development Fa~
cility Insurance Fund not needed for the cur-
rent operations of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare with respect to mort-
gages Insured under this section shall be de-
posited with the Treasurer of the United
States to the credit of such fund, or invested
In bonds or other obligations of, or in bonds
or other obligations guaranteed as to prin-
cipal and interest by, the United States. The
Secretary may, with the approval of the
Secretary of the Treasury, purchase in the
open market debentures issued as obligations
of the Child Development Facility Insurance
Fund. Such purchases shall be made at a
price which will provide an investment yleld
of not less than the yield obtainable from
other investments authorized by this sec-
tion. Debentures so purchased shall be can-
celed and not reissued.

(4) Premium charges, adjusted premium
charges, and appraisal and other fees re-
ceived on account of the insurance of any
mortgage under this section, the receipts de-
rived from property covered by such mort-
gages and from any claims, debts, contracts,
property, and security assigned to the Secre-
tary in connection therewith, and all earn-
ings on the assets of the fund, shall be
credited to the Child Development Facili-
ty Insurance Fund. The principal of, and in-
terest paid and to be pald on, debentures
which are the obligation of such fund, cash
insurance payments and adjustments, and
expenses incurred in the handling, manage-
ment, renovation, and disposal of properties
acquired, in connection with mortgages in-
sured under this section, shall be charged to
such fund.

(6) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to provide initial capital for the Child
Development Facility Insurance Fund, and
to assure the soundness of such fund there-
after, such sums as may be necessary.
TITLE III—TRAINING OF CHILD DE-

VELOPMENT PERSONNEL

Sec. 301, Section 532 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following sentence:
“There is additionally authorized to be ap-
propriated the sum of $20,000,000 for the fis-
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cal year ending June 30, 1972, and for each
fiscal year thereafter for programs and proj-
ects under this part to train or retrain pro-
fessional personnel for child development
programs, and the sum of $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and for
each fiscal year thereafter, for programs and
projects under this part to traln or retrain
nonprofessional personnel for child develop-
ment programs.”.

SEc. 302. Section 205(b) (3) of the National
Defense Education Act is amended as fol-
lows, by adding after the word “nonprofit"
the phrase “child development program,”
by striking out “and (C)" and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “(C) such rate
shall be 15 per centum for each complete
academic year or its equivalent (as so deter-
mined by regulations) of service as a full-
time teacher in public or private nonprofit
child development programs or in any such
programs operating under authority of title
I of the Comprehensive Child Development
Act, and (D) ".

Sec. 303. The Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare is authorized to award
grants to Individuals employed in child de-
velopment programs operating under the
authority of title I of this Act and to such
programs for the purposes of meeting the
costs of ongoing inservice training for pro-
fessional and nonprofessional personnel in-
cluding volunteers to be conducted by an
agency carrying on a child development pro-
gram by a community or higher education
institution, or by a combination thereof.

Sec. 304. There is authorized to be ap-
propriated for the purposes of sectlon 303
the sum of $5,000,000 for the fiscal year 1972
and for each succeeding fiscal year,

TITLE IV—FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Sec. 401. (a) The Becretary is authorized
to make grants for the purpose of estab-

lishing and operating child development pro-
grams (including the lease, rental, or con-

struction of necessary facilities and the ac-
quisition of necessary equipment and sup-
plies) for the children of employees of the
Federal Government.

(b) Employees of any Federal agency or
group of such agencies employing eighty
working parents of young children who de-
slre to participate in the grant program
under this title shall—

(1) designate or create for the purpose
an agency commission, the membership of
which shall be broadly representative of the
working parents employed by the agency or
agencies, and

(2) submit to the Secretary a plan ap-
proved by the officlal In charge of such
agency or agencles, which—

(A) provides that the child development
program shall be administered under the
direction of the agency commission;

(B) provides that the program will meet
the Federal interagency standards for child
development;

(C) provides a means of determining prior-
ity of eligibility among parents wishing to
use the services of the program;

(D) provides for a scale of fees based upon
the parents' financial status; and

(E) provides for competent management,
staffing, and facilities for such program.

(c) The Secretary shall not grant funds
under this section unless he has received
approval of the plan from the official or
officials in charge of the agency or agencles
whose employees will be served by the child
development program.

8gc. 402, (a) No more than 80 per centum
of the total cost of child development pro-
grams under this title during the first two
years of such programs’ operation, and no
more than 40 per centum of the total cost of
such programs in succeeding years shall be
pald from Federal funds.
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(b) The non-Federal share of the total cost
may be provided through public or private
funds and may be in the form of cash, goods,
services, facilities reasonably evaluated, fees
collected from parents, union and employer
contributions,

(e) If, in any fiscal year, a prograr. under
this title provides non-Federal contributions
exceeding its requirements under this sec-
tion, such excess may be used to meet the re-
quiremenis for such contributions of other
programs applying for grants under the same
title, for the same fiscal year,

(d) In making grants under this title, the
Secretary shall, insofar as is feasible, dis-
tribute funds among the States according to
the same ratio as the number of Federal em-
ployees in that State bears to the total num-
ber of Federal employees in the United States.

Sec. 403. There is authorized to be ap-
propriated for carrying out this title during
the fiscal year 1972, and each succeeding
fiscal year, the sum of $5,000,000.

TITLE V—EVALUATION AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE
EVALUATION

Bec. 506. (a) The Secretary shall, through
the Office of Child Development, make an
evaluation of Federal Involvement in child
development which shall include—

(1) enumeration and description of all
Federal activities which affect child develop-
ment;

(2) analysis of expenditures of Federal
funds for such activities;

(3) determination of effectivness and re-
sults of such expenditures and activities;
and

(4) such recommendations to Congress
as the Secretary may deem appropriate.

(b) The results of this evaluation shall be
reported to Congress no later than eighteen
months after enactment of this Act.

{¢) The Secretary may enter into contracts
with public or private nonprofit or profit
agencies, organizations, or individuals to
carry out the provisions of this section.

Sec. 502. The Secretary shall establish such
procedures as may be necessary to conduct
such an annual evaluation of Federal in-
volvement in child development, and shall
report the results of such annual evaluation
to Congress.

Sec. 503. Such information as the Secre-
tary may deem necessary for purposes of the
annual evaluation shall be made available
to him, upon request, by the agencies of the
executive branch.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 504. (a) The Secretary shall, directly
or through grant or contract, make techni-
cal assistance available to prime sponsors
and to project applicants participating or
seeking to participate in programs assisted
under this Act on a continuing basis to
asslst them in developing and carrying out
Comprehensive Child Development Plans un-
der section 103.

{(b) Upon enactment of this Act, and dur-
ing the succeeding fiscal year, the Secretary
may provide financial assistance to prime
sponsors and through prime sponsors to
LPG's for staff and administrative expenses
relating to development, submission, and
planning for implementation of child devel-
opment plans and project applications.

(c) Payments under this section may be
made (after necessary adjustment, in the
case of grants, on account of previously made
overpayments or underpayments) in ad-
vance or by way of reimbursement, and in
such installments and on such conditions,
as the Secretary may determine.

SEc. 505. There are authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972, and each succeeding fiscal year, such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this title.

May 18, 1971

TITLE VI—NATIONAL CENTER FOR CHILD
DEVELOPMENT AND EDUCATION

DECLARATION AND PURPOSE

SEc. 601. It is the purpose of this title to
focus national research efforts to attain a
fuller understanding of the processes of child
development and the effects of organized
programs upon these processes; to develop
effective programs from research into child
development and to assure that the result ot
research and development efforts are reflect-
ed In the conduct of programs affecting
children.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 602. (a) There is established in the
Office of Child Development an agency to be
known as the National Center for Child
Development (hereinafter referred to as the
“Center').

(b) The activities of the Center shall
include—

(1) research to determine the nature of
child development processes and the impact
of varlous influences upon them; research
to develop techniques to measure and evalu-
ate child development; research to develop
standards to evaluate professional, parapro-
fessional and volunteer personnel; and re-
search to determine how child development
programs conducted in either home or insti-
tutional settings positively affect child devel-
opment processes;

(2) evaluation of research findings and
the development of these findings into effec-
tive products for application;

(3) dissemination of research and devel-
opment efforts into general practice of child-
hood programs, using regional demonstra-
tion centers and advisory services where
feasible;

'(4) production of informational systems
and other resources necessary to support the
activities of the Center; and

(5) integration of national child develop-
ment research efforts into a focused national
research program, including the coordina-
tion of research and development conducted
by other agencles, organizations, and indi-
viduals.

GENERAL AUTHORITY OF THE CENTER

SEc. 603. The Center shall have the author-
ity, within the limits of available appropria-
tions, to do all things necessary to carry out
the provisions of this title, including but
not limited to, the authority—

(a) to prescribe such rules and regulations
as It deems necessary governing the manner
of its operations and its organization and
personnel;

(b) to make such expenditures as may be
necessary for administering the provisions
of this title;

(c) to enter into contracts or other ar-
rangements or modifications thereof, for the
carrying on, by organizations or individuals
in the United States, including other Gov-
ernment agencies, of such research, devel-
opment, dissemination or evaluation efforts
as the Center deems necessary to carry out
the purposes of this title, and also to make
grants for such purposes to individuals, uni-
versities, colleges, and other public or private
nonprofit organizations or institutions:

(d) to acquire by purchase, lease, loan, or
gift and to hold and dispose of by grants,
sale, lease, or loan, real and personal prop-
erty of all kinds necessary for, or resulting
from, the exercise of authority granted by
this title;

(e) to receive and use funds donated by
others, if such funds are donated without
restriction other than that they be used in
furtherance of one or more of the general
purposes of the Center as stated in section
501;

(f) to accept and utilize the services of
voluntary and uncompensated personnel
and to provide travel expenses, including per
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diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code,
for persons in the Government service em-
ployed intermittently.

ANNUAL REPORT

Sec. 604. The Center shall make an annual
report to Congress summarizing its activities
and accomplishments during the preceding
year; reviewing the financial condition of the
Center and the grants, contracts, or other
arrangements entered into during the pre-
ceding year, and making such re;ommenda-
tions as it may deem appropriate. Supple-
mental or dissenting views and recommenda-
tions, If any, shall be included in this report.

COORDINATION OF RESEARCH

Sec. 605. (a) Funds avallable to any de-
partment or agency of the Government for
the purposes stated in section 501 or the ac-
tivities stated in section 502(b) shall be
available for transfer, with the approval of
the head of the department or agency in-
volved, in whole or in part, to the Center for
such use as is consistent with the purposes
for which such funds were provided, and the
funds so transferred shall be expendable by
the Center for the purposes for which the
transfer was made.

(b) The Secretary shall integrate and co-
ordinate all child development research,
training, and development efforts, including
those conducted by the Office of Child De-
velopment and by other agencles, organiza-
tions, and individuals.

(¢) A Child Development Research Coun-
¢il consisting of & representative of the Office
of Child Development (who shall serve as
chairman), and representatives from the
agencies administering the Soclal Security
Act, Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, the National Institute of Mental
Health, the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, and the
Office of Economic Opportunity, shall meet
annually and from time to time as they may
deem necessary in order to assure coordina-
tlon of activities under their jurisdiction and
to carry out the provisions of this title in
such a manner as to assure—

(1) maximum utilization of available re-
sources through the prevention of duplica-
tion of activities;

(2) a division of labor, insofar as is com-
patible with the purposes of each of the
agencies or authorities specified in this para-
graph, to assure maximum progress toward
the purposes of this title;

(3) a setting of priorities for federally
funded research and development activities
related to the purposes stated in section 501.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 606. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sum each succeeding fiscal
year as Congress may deem necessary for the
purposes of this title.

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS
ADVANCE FUNDING

SEec. 701. (a) For the purpose of affording
adequate notice of funding available under
this Act such funding for grants, contracts,
or other payments under this Act is author-
ized to be included in the appropriations Act
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year
for which they are avallable for obligation.

(b) In order to effect a transition to the
advance funding method of timing appro-
priation action, subsection (a) shall apply
notwithstanding that its initial application
will result in the enactment in the same year
(whether in the same appropriation Act or
otherwise) of two separate appropriations,
one for the then current fiscal year and one
for the succeeding fiscal year.

PUBLIC INFORMATION

Sec. T02. Applications for designation as
prime sponsors, Comprehensive Child Devel-
opment Plans, project applications, and all
written material pertaining thereto shall be

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

made readily available without charge to the
public by the prime sponsor, the applicant,
and the Secretary.

FEDERAL CONTROL NOT AUTHORIZED

Sgc. 703. No department, agency, officer, or
employee of the United States shall, under
authority of this Act, exercise any direction,
supervision, or control over, or impose any
requirements or conditions with respect to,
the personnel, curriculum, methods of in-
struction, or administration of any educa-
tional institution.

SEX DISCRIMINATION

Sec.704. No person in the United States
shall on the ground of sex be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of,
or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving federal assist-
ance under this Act. This provision will be
enforced through agency provisions and rules
similar to those already established, with
respect to racial and other discrimination,
under Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
However, this remedy is not exclusive and
will not prejudice or cut off any other legal
remedies available to a discriminatee.

DEFINITIONS

SEec. 705. As used in this Act—

(a) “child development programs’” means
those programs which provide the education-
al, nutritional, social, medical, and physical
services needed for children to attain their
full potential;

(b) “children” means children through
age 14;

(c) ‘economically disadvantaged chil-
dren” means any children of a family hav-
ing an annual income below the cost of
family consumption of the Lower Living
Standard Budget as determined annually by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart-
ment of Labor.

(d) “handicapped children” means men-
tally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech
impaired, visually handicapped, seriously
emotionally disturbed, crippled, or other
health impaired children who by reason
thereof require special education and related
services;

(e) “program"” means any mechanism
which provides full- or part-day or night
services conducted in child development
facilities, in schools, in neighborhood cen-
ters, or in homes, or provides child develop-
ment services for children whose parents are
working or receiving education or training,
and includes other special arrangements
under which child development activities may
be provided;

(f) “parent” means any person who has
day-to-day responsibllity for a child or chil-
dren;

(g) "single parents” means any person
who has sole day-to-day parental responsi-
bility for a child or children;

(h) “working mother” means any mother
who requires child development services
under this Act in order to undertake or con-
tinue work, training, or education outside
the home;

(1) “minority group” describes any person
who is Negro, Spanish-surnamed American,
American Indian, Portuguese, or Oriental;
and the term “Spanish-surnamed American"”
includes any person of Mexican, Puerto
Rican, Cuban, or Spanish origin and an-
cestry;

(j) “bilingual” refers to person who are
Spanish surnamed, American Indian, Orien-
tal, or Portuguese and who have learned dur-
ing childhood to speak the language of the
minority group of which they are members;
the term “bilingual family” means a family
in which one or both parents is bilingual;

(k) “Secretary” means the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare; and

(1) "State” includes the District of Co-
lumbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, American
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands.
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TESTIMONY OF REPRESENTATIVE BELLA 8.
Apzvue (D-NY.) BEFORE THE SELECT SUB-
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION OF THE HOUSE
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
oN THE NEED FOR A NATIONAL DAY CARE
PROGRAM—MAY 17, 1971
I am pleased to be here this morning to

testify on the important matter of child

care. The bill before you—H.R. 6748, the

Brademas bill—is a good bill, a bill which

takes the basic first steps toward providing

comprehensive child care services in this
country for all the women and children who
need them. But Representative Chisholm
and I believe that the universes of need are
so great that this bill is inadequate. We plan
to introduce a stronger bill later today, and

I would like to describe it to you now,

The Brademas bill needs more emphasis
on the needs of women; it needs coverage for
small communities as well as for large urban
areas; and above everything else it needs
enough money to make it work.

Our bill proposes, first of all, an appro-
priation of 85, $8 and $10 hbilllon over a
three-year period.

Now some will say that in political terms
such a figure is totally unrealistic. But I say
that a figure that is anything less than that
is totally unrealistic in practical terms. There
are now in the United States an estimated
five million children under five years of age
whose mothers work. There are 18 million
children under five in the population as a
whole. If the cost of child care is roughly
$1,600 per year (and estimates have run as
high as $2,300), then we will need $8 billion
just to meet the needs of those women who
are already working. To provide compre-
hensive educational and health services for
every child under five would cost us almost
$28 billion annually.

Such figures seem ‘‘unrealistic” to us only
because we have learned to give human needs
low budgetary priority. We spend $70 billion
A year on weapons and defense, and no one
bats an eye. We pour a billion dollars into a
useless white elephant like the SST, and when
the plane turns out to be a dud we pour in
millions more. Yet we refuse to support a pro-
gram like this one—an innovative, creative
program which enriches our children and lib-
erates our women—at anything like an ade-
quate level of funding.

It's especially ironic because other coun-
tries, such as those in Scandinavia, Israel, the
Soviet Union and France, put us to shame
when it comes to child care. We're terrorized
that they might beat us in building a super-
sonic¢ transport—but when it comes to child
care, that's samething else again.

I am outraged at this attitude—because
you know and I know that we are the richest
nation in the world, that we need these serv-
ices desperately and that we have the ca-
pacity to pay for them if we only would.

A second major difference between the
Brademas bill and our own bill concerns the
size limitation for a prime sponsor. We feel
that cities or units of local government of
any size should be eligible to become spon-
sors on a first-option basis,

Now size limitation seems like a highly
technical matter, and furthermore it's not
anything that would affect either representa-
tive Chisholm or me directly. Obvicusly, New
York City would qualify under any definition
of size.

But, in fact, when you look at it a little
more closely you see what a size limitation
would mean. Small towns would not qualify
to develop or operate their own child care
programs. They would be covered by a state-
wide program, if indeed they were lucky
enough to be covered at all. Parents and lead-
ers in a local community would have no con-
trol over the kind of services their children
might be offered. Many working people in
small towns would not have any services at
all.
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We also take care in our bill to protect child
care programs that already exist. Headstart of
course is probably the most successful pro-
gram we now have going. It has given thou-
sands of children the closest thing yet to
comprehensive child care and it makes no
sense to abandon it now just because other
funds would be available.

To protect such programs, our bill requires
that no existing project will be terminated
without a recommendation from a local pol-
icy council and a hearing before a child
development council.

Why this concern about the rights of small
communities and a handful of on-going pro-
grams? Simply because child care is one
governmental program that must be close
to the people. We cannot allow this - rogram
to cement itself into a rigid bureaucracy.
Local educators, local professionals and para-
professionals and parents must help to plan
and administer child care projects if we
are to create high quality services for our
children.

This brings me to a much more basic
criticism of the Brademas bill as it is cur-
rently written. Every one says that this is
a children’s bill. So it is, for one very im-
portant goal of the program is to help every
American child—rich, poor and middle-class
alike—reach his full soclal and educational
potential,

This bill, however, is also a women's bill,
and that is something no one seems to want
to mention, Indeed, I find it highly ironic
that a bill which talks so much of the po-
tential of growing children fails even to men-
tion the undeveloped potential of over half
of our adult population.

Yet we can't deny that In our soclety it
is the woman, rather than the man who nor-
mally assumes the burdens of child care. We
can't deny that women, not men, lack the
opportunity to achieve their full employment
potential. We can't deny that women, rather,
than men, are underpaid in the job market,
and yet it's women—particularly the women
who are heads of households—who must
singlehandedly pay the costs of child care.

Of course I realize that though the general
practice is for women to take care of the
children in our society, some men need child
care too. There are many men who are single
working parents; and they should have access
to child care facilities also.

Yet when we talk about this bill we must
recognize that it is primarily a bill for women
as well as for children and that our ultimate
objective must be to make child care facili-
ties available to every one of us.

Yes, women's rights is definitely an issue
here, even though it seems taboo to talk
about it. For this reason Representative
Chisholm and I have added a number of
strengthening amendments, As a starter,
we've expanded the statement of purpose at
the beginning of the bill to recognize that
thousands of American women suffer them-
selves through the absence of child care.
Isn’t it clear yet that if a woman must stay
home to mind the kids she won't be able to
go to school—take a job—work harder for
a promotion? Isn't it clear that she will be
doomed to hold low-paying, low-prestige jobs
that no man would hold still for?

Another amendment that will help women
is one that will let the secretary designate
a non-governmental sponsor not only to
meet the needs of economically disadvan-
taged children, but also to provide services
for preschool age children and children of
working mothers regardless of income. Think
for a minute what this would mean. It would
let local groups of parents and women set
up child care centers for children from all
soclo-economic backgrounds. It would let
community groups create the models for that
universal kind of child care that we are all
talking about—a child care system that
would accommodate rich and poor alike, that
would let our kids grow up with a chance to
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know each other and to learn that they can
bridge that racial and economic gap that
divides their parents. But we can't do it un-
less the HEW secretary can authorize com-
munities to set up centers with a socio-
economic mix.

There's still another change we've made
to provide more directly for women’'s needs.
Our bill, unlike the Brademas bill, provides
for 24-hour child care. Recently I held public
hearings on child care in New York City. We
learned that many women work nights, or
overtime, or on odd shifts. Others may wish
to attend training programs or go to school
at night. Such women need facilities avail-
able to them on a twenty-four hour basis.
Yet we found that in our entire city there
is only one experimental program that oper-
ates round-the-clock.

We've added a provision to the bill which
says that a comprehensive child develop-
ment plan must offer services for children of
women who work or study at night—and
we hope that this can begin to solve the
problem.

Before I go much further, I'd like to make
another comment. The Brademas bill is said
to be the first step toward universal day care.
But how In fact is it the first step toward
anything unless the bill provides some mech-
anism, some concrete provision, for future
expansion? Clearly the bill must include a
formula which will extend its coverage to
more and more women over a period of years.
We've tried to deal with this problem by
developing a new allotment formula for the
first three years of the program. During the
first year, 66% of the money will be reserved
as under the Brademas bill, for children of
families under the BLS Lower Living Stand-
ard. For each of the two succeeding years,
however, that figure will be reduced by 5%.-
Thus, under our plan, children under the
BLS level would get:

65 % of 856 billlon of $3.25 billion in FY 73;

60% of 88 billion, or $4.8 billion in FY 74;

55% of $10 billion, or $5.5 billion in FY 75.

If you add up the figures, you'll see that
this gives people below this BLS standard
more money than they would recelve if the
program were funded at the level of $2, 84
and 87 billion, even under the higher per-
centage, But I'd like to make it clear that we
aren't disputing the desperate need for serv-
ices that exists among the poor. It is ridic-
ulous for the poor and the middle-class to
be fighting over an amount of money that
is Inadequate to meet the needs of elther
group. Without an appropriation near the
level we've recommended, any formula will
be a failure.

It is clear then that the overwhelming need
is for enough money to make this program
work for everyone. But, at the same time we
owe It to women to create a mechanism that
can be used as a lever for making child care
universal once the desperate needs of low-
income women are met.

At this point, let me add a word about
housekeeping amendments. Our bill includes
such things as the following:

Seed money grants to help community
groups develop a program;

A career ladder structure for para-profes-
slonals;

Two-thirds parent representation on child
development councils;

Sponsorship of programs by non-profit
groups only;

100% mortgage on estimated replacement
cost of the product;

An amendment prohibiting sex diserimi-
nation in the administration of the program.

The last item is particularly important.
From a women's point of view, it is essential
to insure that child development program
itself doesn’t discriminate against women.
By this I mean that women must be hired
equally with men to administer the program
but I mean more than that. I mean that
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little girls will be educated equally with
little boys in the projects themselves. This
is one place we don't want girls being told
they can be nurses but boys can be doctors.
That’s where sexism begins, gentlemen, and
that’s where we've got to stop it first!

Let me add one last point about this bill
and the hearing. I urge you, Mr. Chairman,
to continue the hearings for one more week.
Many community groups—a number of them
in my own district—feel deeply about this
bill and are eager to testify. These hearings
are scheduled for only 2 days, and were called
very suddenly. I think that the bill is im-
portant enough to deserve a little more of
our time and attention. Certainly to the
women and children of the Nation, the bill
is vitally important.

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, let me say
that I am delighted to be here to participate
in your deliberations on this historic bill. I
am sure that a bill will be reported out of
committee very soon and I hope with all my
heart that it will be meaningful.

OPENING STATEMENT BY CONGRESSWOMAN
BELLA 8. ABzZUG AT PuBLIC HEARING O CHILD
CARE FEB. 22, 1971, NEw YorkK CITY

I have called this hearing to spotlight a
problem that affects millions of women and
children but which has been disgracefully
neglected by our society.

As it does with so many issues that affect
the quality of the daily lives of our people,
the United States—the richest and most
technically advanced country in the world—
has shown an appalling lack of concern and
commitment in providing child care services.
Other countries, such as those in Scandina-
via, Israel, the Soviet Union and France, put
our own Nation to shame in this respect. We
spend billions for war, and a pittance for
children.

The need here is overwhelming. Women
make up about 40% of our labor force. Some
six million children of preschool age have
working mothers. Yet in our entire Natlon,
only sbout one in 12 of these children is
cared for in licensed centers, and the care
is not always good and it is rarely designed
to meet the total needs of the child or the
working mother. As for the others—the vast
majority of these children—their mothers
are forced Into makeshift arrangements, with
results that range from adequate to shock-
ing.

In New York City, the goal projected for
June 30 is 188 Government-aided day cen-
ters, serving only 13,700 children, Thousands
are on walting lists, and tens of thousands
more among the 825,000 children of pre-
school age in our city would use these facili-
ties—if they were avallable,

Clearly, the time is due for national legis-
lation to provide comprehensive child care
facilities, I am planning to sponsor a child
care bill that would allot at least $5 bil-
lion for this purpose in the first year—
twenty times more than we currently spend—
and rise to at least $10 billion by the end of
the first three years. Its goal would be to
make child care facilities available not only
to the poor, not only to working parents, but
to all who need them.

Women no longer will accept mere ‘baby
sitting' services and facilities for their chil-
dren. They have a right to demand and get
programs that involve a strong develop-
mental and educational component for these
crucial early childhood years. They ask for
a variety of programs to meet the needs of
their families, and they want and should get
a strong volice for the parents and the com-
munity in setting up and running such pro-
grams.

Many women work nights, or overtime, or
on odd shifts. They need facilities avallable
to them on a 24-hour basis. Yet in our en-
tire city there is only one experimental pro-
gram that operates around-the-clock.
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We need a more imaginative approach to
the kinds of services that are available and
where they are located. Many women work
in post offices, in hospitals, In schools, in
department stores, in big industrial plants.
Child care facilities should be available
there. More after-school programs are needed
for children over age six, and good facil-
ities—not custodial centers—are needed too
for infants whose mothers must work.

We will be hearing some of these proposals
from our witnesses today. I know that we
have only tapped the surface of the many
who are concerned with this subject. If we
cannot hear you all today, if we have over-
looked some, please view this as a beginning,
not the last word on the subject.

For if we are to focus national attention
on this issue, If we are to obtain greater com-
munity participation in these programs, if
we are to shake up the bureaucracy and get
more centers and facilities here in New York,
if we are to get the kind of broad support
needed to insure passage of a comprehensive
national child care law, then you will have
to speak out loud and clear.

TESTIMONY BY GEORGIA L. McMURRAY, Com-

MISSIONER-DESIGNATE, AGENCY FOR CHILD

DEVELOPMENT

I am delighted to be here today for several
reasons: First, so that I may share with you
some of the things my office is doing to get
the new Agency for Child Development fully
operational by July 1, and, second, to hear
from you some of the very real problems you
are experiencing in obtaining adequate child
care services for your children.

Let me give you a little background on the
new Agency and bring you up-to-date on
where we are at. As you may recall, last
March, Mayor Lindsay created a 21-member
Task Force made up of representatives of
City and private child care agencies, as well
as community groups and parents. I was staff
director for the Task Force, Its purpose was
to look into all publicly funded child care
programs and come up with recommenda-
tlons for improving and expanding services
to pre-school age children.

The Task Force submitted its report to the
Mayor in July. The picture that emerged in
that report was a nightmare of inadequa-
cies—bureaucratic red tape, restrictive li-
censing and funding standards—inordinate
delays on approvals—duplication of effort
in some areas and no effort at all in others—
in sum, a picture that, In every way, revealed
how grossly short-changed the children of
this City are In terms of early childhood
services.

As a first and most important step toward
correcting this situation, the Task Force rec-
ommended that one agency—whose sole in-
terest would be services to pre-school age
children—be established. That Agency is now
well on its way toward becoming a reality.

Obviously, no City agency is going to be
able to correct overnight every inequity that
exists in the child care picture. Some of the
Agency’'s goals must be long range. Others
can be—and are—more immediate, Let me
state those goals briefly. The new Agency
will:

Assume responsibility for administering
the group and family day care programs now
being handled by the Department of Social
Services, the Family Day Care-Career Pro-
gram of the Community Development Agency
and the Federally-funded Head Start Pro-
gram. (For your information, the total num-
ber of day care centers and Head Start Cen-
ters involved is 290 plus approximately 1000
Famlily Day Care homes and they serve 21,000
children. The new Agency plans to increase
the number of day care centers to at least
300 and thus the total number of children
recelving some form of child care service
to 57,000 by the end of fiscal 1072).

We will also assume the licensing and
certifying functions now performed by the
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Department of Health. This means in addi-
tion, private pre-school centers which now
numbers approximately 500 will also come
under the jurisdiction of the agency. We
plan to establish interim-funding proce-
dures so that children being served In un-
licensed centers now can be helped through
providing public funds to make minor
renovations and employ reliable staff. It is
well-known that working parents, many of
whom are women, out of desperation are
using unlicensed centers both day and night.
This is particularly true in poor neighbor-
hoods where women are working to keep
themselves off of welfare. Therefore, we
recognize the need for some pattern of 24-
hour child care.

We will assure real parent participation at
all policymaking levels of the Agency from
the individual center to citywide bodies. (A
45-member Interim Advisory Commission,
made up mainly of parents, is drawing up
recommendations for a permanent Commis-
sion to the new Agency). When these are
completed, they will be distributed widely
and a hearing held for comments,

We will insure that an educational com-
ponent is included in all programs so they
can truly have a “Head Start” as they move
into the school system.

We will give children from different back-
grounds and with a varlety of physical and
mental abilities, an opportunity to partici-
pate in the same center,

(Presently child development services are
geared toward low-income and welfare fami-
les. Very little, if anything, is done for the
near-poor, the middle class, or indeed, those
children who have physical or emotional
handicaps. If, in the future we are to elimi-
nate the present race and class schisms that
exist among adults, we must give our chil-
dren the opportunity to know and under-
stand and live with each other, while they
are young),

We will provide for communication, in-
formation-sharing and planning among pro-
grams and increase public knowledge and
understanding of the importance of chil.
dren’s early developmental years.

In addition, the Agency for Child Develop-
ment plans to decentralize its operations so
that development of services can be expe-
dited on a neighborhood basis. This will in-
sure that staff, parents and sponsoring agen-
cles have a firsthand responsibility, as we
as accountability, for the services they pro-
vide.

We intend to press for legislative changes
at City, State and Federal level that will
expand the role of the government in pro-
viding for well-constructed child care facili-
tles and to allow for services to children who
are ineligible for care at present. We also
plan to work with the educational system
so that advances made by children in the
pre-school years are not lost when they enter
the public school system—and to encourage
private and public employers and unions to
provide child care services as employee fringe
benefits.

We think this is a pretty full agenda for
a new baby that i1s just about to be born, On
the other hand, many of you here will, no
doubt, be talking about specific needs that
I may not have stressed. There is need for
24-hour child care—night-time and drop-in
care, infant care—services for “latch-key”
children—to mention the most obvious,
Those are legitimate needs—and we hope we
will have Bella Abzug's assistance in press-
ing for the legislative changes and the funds
to make them possible.

The Agency for Child Development may
not be the answer to all your problems, But
I assure you, that as far as your efforts to
provide quality care for children are con-
cerned, you will have my support and assist-
ance In every way possible. And I would hope
that I can count on your support, too, as
my Agency moves toward 1ts one over-riding
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goal which is to see the day when no child
in New York City will be denied access to
the advantages of an enriching early child-
hood experience.

Thank you.

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSWOMAN SHIRLEY
CHISHOLM

Mrs. CaisaoLM. The day care disaster we
face in the United States is the result of
America's fradition of discrimination against
women. Even such liberal zealots as Dr.
Spock believe the woman’s “place” is in the
home. The prevailing attitude is . . . if
women choose to work, then they shall just
have to make arrangements.

Women don't choose to work. They have
to ... and “arrangements"” don't exist. Three
million mothers are rearing their children in
fatherless homes. Two out of three (64% or
1,920,000) of these mothers are the sole pro-
viders for their children. The rest of the
women in our 32 million strong female work
brigade are supporting themselves or to-
gether with their husbands are supporting
their families. Poor, working poor, lower
middle class, middle class . . . they are all
in the same boat, They are, like their hus-
bands, bread winners. In nearly one third of
our families where both parents work, the
husband’s income is less than $5,000. As for
“arrangements” only 2% of our women use
group day care facilities. The rest face a
nightmare hodge-podge of “arrangements”
with elderly relatives, a rapld turnover of
sitters and bleak custodial parking lots
euphemistically called family care centers.

If you are lucky, a family care center
means that the child will be safe, clean, fed
and lovingly cared for by a gentle soul who
likes children. More likely than not you
won't be lucky and the person in charge may
be emotionally disturbed, uneducated, alco-
holic or so old that they need help them-
selves or all of the above.

During World War II when we were fight-
ing for freedom from tyranny and injustice,
the Government pushed day care and care
was provided for some 1,600,000 children, But
after the war, Rosle the riveter was expected
to go back home. Nearly all of the Govern-
ment day care centers were shut down. To-
day, when the number of working women
exceeds the World War II total by six million,
licensed day care centers have shrunk to
one-sixth their wartime capacity.

It's all part of a pattern. Look around you.
Out of 435 Members of the House, 12 are
women. Women, who make up a majority of
our population, constitute nearly half of our
labor force but earn only $3,773 (Department
of Labor Statistic, 1966) a year. Right now
we have five million preschool children
whose mothers have to work. Day care is
currently available for only 641,000 of those
children,

Our male dominated government has been
rather irresponsible but then male irrespon-
sibility and female responsibility for children
is the traditional pattern. It takes two peo~
ple—one male and one female—to make a
baby, but after birth and sometimes even be-
fore birth, it’s “her baby.” It is a rare oc-
casion when a woman deserts her husband
and children; but the reverse is traditional
enough to have become a subculture all its
own. We call it an AFDC family.

There is no question that male prejudice
and the male fear of competition in the mar-
ket place has produced our present situa-
tlon. We make it just as difficult as pos-
sible for women to work. Rotten wages, poor
day care services, limits on training programs
and little opportunity for advancement.

White males earn an average of 87,179 a

ear.
3 Black males $4,508.

White Women $4,142,

Black women $2,934.

The Day Care and Child Development
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Council of America, Inc. and the AFL-CIO
executive council report that the estimated
cost of day care per child is 82,000 a year.
If you are a black female head of house-
hold, $2,000 for day care leaves $9834 to live
on for the rest of the year and God help you
if you have more than one child. Of course,
if one uses the administration’'s conserva-
tive estimate of $1,600 per year you would
have £1,334 left to live on after day care
expenses. Or if you were a maid working in
the Congressional Flefdom of Capitol Hill
you'd be earning $3,484 per year. Then you'd
have the handsome sum of $1,484 left to live
on or using the administration’s figure $1,884.
Really high living, isn't 1t! That's less than
the amount many of the Members of the
House of Representatives pay for travel ex-
penses to and from their district.

In an excellent article from the Washing-
ton Post, February '70, Philip E. Slater
pointed out that the Dr. Spock attitude is
pervasive In the U.S. to quote:

“Spock makes quite explicit, even In his
latest edition, his belief that a woman’'s
place is in the home. He lays great emphasis
on the importance and the difficulty of the
task of child bearing and glves it priority
over all other possible activities. He suggests
government allowance for mothers otherwise
compelled to work, on the grounds that it
“would save money in the end,” thus im-
plying ‘that only a full-time mother can
avoid bringing up a child who is a social
problem. He allows reluctantly that “a few
mothers, particularly those with professional
training,” might be so unhappy if they did
not work that it would affect the children—
the understanding here is that the profes-
slonal training was & kind of unfortunate
accident, the efiects of which can no longer
be undone.”

Russia, Scandanavia, Israel and many oth-
er countries have comprehensive day care.
We. do not. During the war the U.S. Day
Care Centers were open to all, now they are
available only to those with serious emo-
tional and finanelal problems—and not all
those are served.

Existing programs and most proposed pro-
grams emphasize service for the poor,

We justify our focus on the poor because
of our “concern” and our “limited” funds,
Our funds ‘aren't llmited; we are the rich-
est nation in the world. We scrimp on pro-
grams for people because we choose to spend
our money on tanks, guns, missiles and
bombs!

Mr. Dellenback, In testimony inserted in
the Congressional Record on February B9,
1970, estimated that the cost of his pro-
posed comprehensive Headstart Child Devel-
opment Aet would cost somewhere In the
nelghborhood of $16.5 to $22.75 billion In
the vear 1875. Aghast at the cost, he indi-
dated that the government couldn't possi-
bly foot this kind of bill and proposed that
the private sector should help out.

I belleve that the private sector should
help out and should be encouraged to do
more, but the primary responsibility will
have to be from the public sector. We shall
have to spend 16 to 22 billion dollars—start-
ing right now. That's what the oft-heard
phrase “reordering our national priorities” is
all about.

If we can afford planes that cost 46 million
dollars each, the current figure for the CBA,
we can afford day care services for our 32
milllon working women.

Why do you think there has been such a
response to Ralph Nader? Why do you think
everyone s running around making speeches
about ecology, pollution and the quality of
our environment? The people want a change
in national priorities.

Women form the majority in our popula-
tion. Not only are increased services for
women needed, they are politically ex-
pedient!
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There are other reasons day care should
not be limited to the poor.

First, income limitation and means tests
are demeaning.

SBecond, because those just over the line,
the working poor, those with a toe-hold In
the middle class and those in the middle
class need this resource and service as well
as the poor,

Third, we know from our experience with
the poverty program that programs exclu-
sively for the poor—no matter how well
justified—are not popular. We have seen
time and time again how popular resentment
has generated enough political pressure so
that poverty appropriations are hacked to
smithereens on the floor of the House.

All of us are vividly aware of the splits and
tensions in this country between the poor
and the working class. The “lazy bums on
the welfare roll” vs. “middle Americans of
the silent majority” is the jargon this battle
is currently cast in.

Let's not aggravate those tenslons. The
poor and the working class have the same
needs and the same problems. Low wages,
inflation, lack of job opportunities, poor edu-
cational resources, frustration with the im-
personal bureaucracy, and the lack of day
care facilities—they are the same problems.
Do not pit these people against each other
like starving packs of dogs fighting over the
5ame meager scraps.

Too much of our current legislation and
new legislature proposals presume that day
care facilities exist. There are stipends from
welfare to pay for day care expenses, pro-
posals for increased tax reductions for day
care and the like, but these cannot even be
used If the facllitles are not avallable,

Currently, the only Federal construction
money avallable is through two SBA pro-
grams and they are for profit-making in-
stitutions only. Under one of the programs,
there is a $25,000 statutory limitations on
loans. In New York City that will buy you
the front hall.

Existing head start, day care and nursery
school programs have snapped up all but a
tiny fraction of the church and community
center space available. As an old day care
hand and one who gets called upon fre-
quently for help now, I know that in New
York at least, the much talked about
“renovation” 1is offen more expensive per
square foot than new construction. If you
talk to the people in OEO's comprehensive
health program, you will find they have
discovered the same thing.

We need massive construction funds now,
and planning grants so that local groups
can hire attorneys, architects and people to
help locate sites.

One of the administration’s proposals, to
provide day care for people in training pro-
grams but nothing for the woman and her
children after she finishes training and finds
& job, 1s Iudicrous. What 1s she supposed %0
do with the kide after her training perlod
is over?

Another problem with the WIN day care
program Is that the States have failed to
appropriate their 26% share of the funding
and have been unwilling or sluggish in
changing existing laws which hamper the
program. You will recall that the Department
of HEW had estimated that more than one
million children would receive day care in
1972. The Bureau of the Budget called for 36
million for day care during WIN's first year.
Congress appropriated exactly 14 that
amount. Because of the problems referred to
above, only 85000 children received care in
WIN's first 12 months at a cost of less than
$11 million,

According to the testimony of Elizabeth
Koontz (Director of the Women's Bureau).

“The lack of child care services has been
the most serlous single barrier to the success
of the work incentive (WIN) program. Care
in centers for eligible children is rare and
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most mothers in the program have been
forced to make their own arrangements.
These have proved to be haphazard and sub-
ject to frequent changes, interruptions and
breakdowns.”

There is no gquestion that the solution of
the welfare problem in the United States is
irrevocably linked with the necessary to pro-
vide good and accessible day care services.
When we talk about welfare we are talking
about AFDC families—mothers and children,

Study after study has shown that wel-
fare mothers want to work, but they are not
going to work unless they feel thelr child-
ren are safe and well cared for.

It is estimated that there are over 240,~
000 children under the age of 5 who are mem-
bers of public assistance families in New
York City. In the Bedford-Stuyvesant sec-
tion of my distriet alone, there are 15,757
children in this category. But there are only
three day care centers to serve them.

In the whole city if you count every child
care program, public, private, head start,
pre-kindergarten classes run by the board of
education and the children's centers run by
the department of parks, we still have only
1009 centers serving 55,470 children.

If we really want to help to reform our
present welfare system, we are golng to have
to institute an extensive and expensive day
care program. There is no way around it.

Many parents don't play or talk with their
children except to shout at them. Assistance
in these areas, the use of simple things such
as teaching children to learn the difference
in textures of fabrics, colors, sounds can be
done at home. We could follow up the ex-
tremely successful Seasame Street televi-
sion program with a program aimed at
mothers of small children.

The question of the involvement of the
parents brings us to the whole question of
community participation and community
control. I favor both of these concepts. I be-
lieve parents should dominate the day care
center boards and should be intimately in-
volved, but I do not feel that this should
mean we must lower the academic and pro-
fessional standards of the employees of day
care centers. It i= not enough just to offer
love and attention In clean, pleasant sur-
roundings.

We need para-professionals, friendly,
familiar neighborhood figures and profes-
sionals as well.

Let me illustrate. We all know one of the
chief problems which minority children face
is the difficulty they have In using standard
english as 1s required by the school and the
soclety at large. Some children hear only a
foreign language at home—Spanish, French,
Eskimo—others, primarily black -children,
have learned a dialect we refer to as non-
standard English. Professional teachers can
help youngsters overcome that hurdle by pro-
viding a model and by providing assistance.
The para-professionals, because of their own
language problems cannot help the child in
this area.

I am afraid that in some of the poverty
program experiments, the zealous concern
for providing jobs for non-professionals led
to an over-emphasis on the parents to the
neglect of the children’s educational ex-
perience. We have to be concerned about
both.

In my mind we would provide better long-
term assistance to the parents who are hired
if we made a serlous effort to provide them
with real educational training in early child-
hood education. Let’s set up programs which
provide credits for high school equivalency
and college level training. The parent would
then share with the child in the program
and would have a marketable skill when
finished. Not only that, but it would be an
important and necessary skill because there
are not enough trained people In the field.
Half of our present day care centers are pri-
vate. Most people got into the private day
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care field because they saw the need. Most
staried out as small “mom and pop" day care
centers and most of the people running them,
although they have a college education, have
no formal training in early childhood devel-
opment. We need training not only for para-
professionals but for those professionals
whose experfise is based solely on the num-
ber of years in the business. This is a serious
problem and yet to my knowledge, no one has
ever dealt with 1it.

Speaking as a former day care teacher and
as one who has been active In the commu-
nity for many, many years, I can testify that
in the mind of both the professional day care
personnel and the mothers, education is of
paramount importance in day care centers.

Many accuse day care professlonals of only
being concerned with potecting their jobs
and their siatus when they speak of the im-
portance of professional training and a sound
educational program. This is both unfair
and untrue. Rather, it is a bellef born of
experience . . . and the mothers of the chil-
dren feel the same way.

In a recent survey I had conducted on day
care services in my district 100% of the re-
spondents—that's every single person gques-
tloned—felt that the day care center should
be educational in nature.

Work-located day care centers are the most
convenient and allow the most parent-child
contact, but they are the scarcest form in
this country. There are a handful of show=
case programs in industry and a sprinkling
of day care demonstration projects around
the country.

Although in the 1966-1968 session, the
Congress authorized $25 million under title
V, B of the Economic Opportunity Act to pay
qualified public or non-profit agencies, in-
cluding trade unions, 90% of the costs in-
cluding alteration, renovation and opera-
tional costs of a community day care facility;
as yet no funds have been appropriated for
this purpose.

Further, the recently passed amendment to
section 302 of the Taft-Hartley Act to permit
unions and employees to bargain collectively
to set aside funds jolntly administered for
the setting up of day care centers is not man-
datory, and therefore is unlikely to be whole~
heartedly accepted by employers,

The leaders in the work-site day care
center field are hospitals and the labor de-
partment says that there are only about 100
of them.

Worst of all is the Federal Government.
After a lot of nudging from Esther Peterson,
the Department of Labor set up the first
Federal day care center as a demonstration
project, It shouldn't be a demonstration proj-
ect! Day care centers should be as permanent
as a cafeterla in every Federal Government
office building.

We ought to have them here in regional
office buildings, in post offices, and in every
new public housing project as Representative
Patsy Mink has indicated is required in
Hawaii. She also notes that Hawall is able
to keep down the costs of the children’s toys
and furniture by having the prisoners in the
penal system make them. Things for chil-
dren are surely as useful as license plates.

We could require that any hospital bulilt
with Hill-Burton money would have to have
a day care center in the plan.

There are so many, many things which can
be done and which ought to be done, What
we need now is the will to carry them out.

STATEMENT BY TRUDE LaASH, CrrizEns ComM-
MITTEE FOR CHILDREN OF NEw YORK CITY
I'll be very brief because I am sure you
will have eloquent testimony of people who
every day work for better child care pro-
grams. Not that I'm not doing that, too, but
I think we want to hear from those who are
directly involyed. Most of what I have to say
was contained in the report of the New York
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City Task Force for Early Childhood Devel-
opment, which I am sure you have, Mrs.
Abzug, and which I am sure you have read
since you are one of the very few people who
seem always to have done their homework.
You seem always to be up on what needs to
be done.

A report, by the way, which was made pos-
sible not only by the great devotion of the
Task Foree, who worked together, in spite of
their differences day and night and by the
very moving and very dramatic testimony of
parents and workers in Early Childhood pro-
grams which we recelved at the many public
hearings. It was also made possible by the
brilliant staff work done under the direction
of Georgia McMurray, who we are very lucky
to have as the commissioner of the new Dept.
of Early Childhood Services in N.Y.C. That
alone i1s a gigantic step forward away from
the confusion familiar to all those who have
been active In day care, in Head Start or
family day care and other programs, a con-
fusion and a chaos that has reigned un-
checked in NYC.

It is clear that the need for early childhood
programs in NYC is a bottomless pit. Whether
you say that the waiting list is 50,000 chil-
dren or 100,000 children does not really mat-
ter because a walting list, as you all know,
is meaningless. What matters is that every-
body knows that we have—although we all
know that this is an estimate—824,000 pre-
school children in this city, and if you scrape
together all the programs that now exist and
you have to add to them the Park Dept. pro-
gram, and, as you know, that is a very part-
time program, if you scrape together all the
programs that now exist you reach the mag-
nificent sum of 57,000 children.

However, that is a very optimistic esti-
mate. Now, while I agree that we must have
day care and I use the term day care to
cover all the programs, and while I agree
that every child must have the right to day
care, and every mother must be given the
chance to have day care available for her
child, I also must insist that there have to
be priorities, and these priorities be that
there is care for the children of mothers
who. have to work. We are far, far away from
that. We now have this whole day care pic-
ture for 25 years and I am not very proud
of what we have achleved. I know that there
are thousands and thousands of mothers
who wish to work if only they could find
day care for their children, They are un-
able to find such care. Now we accuse moth-
ers who are not working and in this whole
dismal, viclous cycle, this welfare cycle, is
one component which people always forget:
namely, that we make no services available,
or very few services available if a mother
wishes to work.

I wish I had time to present some of
the case histories we have been collecting
during the years. The picture is entirely
different from what the public image is.
The situation now in New York City is, of
course, much worse than it has been, be-
cause while in the past we had no child
care for jobs, we now have no jobs and no
care. I don't know whether you read the
analysis by Abraham Beame of the 18,000
additional welfare clients who joined the
welfare rolls in December 1970. It is usually
said that the welfare rolls consist of 80
percent of mothers and their children and
20 percent of all the other categories, home
relief and old age, the disabled and so on.
In the December figures, the mothers and
children only made up 64 percent while the
number of people who joined the welfare
rolls because there were no jobs jumped
dramatically. Now what does that mean?
That means that we still insist, the Federal
Government still insists, that it will, with
very tiny exceptions, finance child care only
for mothers who want to work, without, ap-
parently, connecting New York City with
the rest of the United States.
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What's true here is true in other citles as
well, namely, that the Federal Government
finances day care largely for the children of
mothers in training or who work, Now, then,
you are supposed to get day care, you want it,
even, and you are not in training because you
can't get it and you are not at work because
you can't get a job. That's apparently not
recognized.

Now I would like for a few minutes to con-
centrate on those issues which have legisia-
tive implications because I take it, Mrs. Ab-
zug, that's what you are of course most in-
terested in. It is of vital importance not only
that funds be made available by the fed-
eral government, even under existing legis-
latlon, the so-called Title IV legislation, but
that funds be made avallable so that you
can finance care for children of parents who
are not on welfare. I was very touched by
the testimony of Mrs. Bailey, of what moth-
ers need and what they have to go through
to get care If they're lucky enough to get it.

Even new proposed legislation, the Birch
Bayh bill, for instance, provides that care
shall be made avalilable free for the children
of welfare clients. If the family earns $6,000
& year, then the family shall pay half the
cost, Let's say day care here costs $2400 a
year. Is that about correct? That's the low
figure. Just imagine, If you make 36000 &
year you’re supposed to pay $1200 a year if
your child is to be in day care. What non-
sense. What preposterous and Insulting non-
sense. And if you make $8000 you're supposed
to pay the whole cost of care.

Now what we have always done in NYC,
and praise be to NYC, we have made care
avallable not only to the children of welfare
clients but to other families who had social
needs or who maybe were in danger and
when we did charge a fee it was a small fee
on a sliding scale which indeed was not pro-
hibitive. NY State proposed that small fees
be charged, beginning with a family income
of 87500,

Sao this s one of the most vicious prohibi-
tlons against the development of dayecare. We
feel It is of extreme importance, and we
stress this—Iin our report—that there cannot
be a segregated day care program, whether
economically, ethnically or socially segre=
gated. We don't want segregated programs.
We want all the children from different
groups, in the same program.

The national administration stresses again
and again, when it comes to talking—such as
at White House conferences—that programs
for young people are now going to be an ab-
solutely priority. Do they really mean seg-
regated programs? This is something that we
have to think through. This is still a danger
which is still in the wind and which has to be
fought. Last year, many of you will remember,
there was a proposal which apparently had
White House support—that the federal gov=
ernment would spend only 110% next year of
what It spends this year on day care. In NYC,
unfortunately, the Federal government spent
very little on day care. So if we only got
110%, next year it would mean that those
prices go up much more and we would have
to cut, rather than add, to our very skimpy,
puny resources, instead of expanding as we
should be doing is add considerably.

I do agree completely that staff funds
will have to be increased and I am afraid
that we will have an enormous fight on our
hands. I also am terribly scared, and I am
only talking about Federal issues now, I am
terribly scared that under the pressure of
the financial crisis the city will try to lower
its own input to the day care program—and
we mustn’'t lef them. We won't let them
but I know that there are pressures on the
city administration not to put as much
money as they have in the pot. I am sure
that we can organize pressures and marches
on City Hall if anybody should dare to sur-
face with a proposal of that sort. That it is
floating about, I know.
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I think that there is very little under-
standing of our clty's needs and there 1s
also a tendency to show us how one pro-
vides services economlcally without wish-
ing to realize what kind of a city we are
and I think it is terribly important that
we support people like Congresswoman Bella
Abzug—there are very few like her—in what
she is trying to do and that we are very
clear and organize much more than we
have done in the past.

STATEMENT BY MANHATTAN BOROUGH
PresipENT PERCY E. SUTTON

Mr, SurToN. Soclal scientists for many years
have told us that the most important years of
development are before a child enters school.
During that early age is set the whole future
pattern of life. The desire and the abllity to
learn should be cultivated then, or it can
largely be lost.

Government st all levels has been very
slow in recognizing this and even slower in
responding by proyviding developmental, nu-
tritional and educational programs for the
very young. This has resulted in vast num-
bers of students who can't learn to read and
won’t go to school. Our society can no longer
bear this burden—the cost in broken lives
as well as dollars, is too great.

Today we find ourselves in a vast upheaval,
a major cultural change which must be en-
couraged if we are to progress as a free so-
clety of equals. Women demand to be free,
Women demand to be free to take on re-
warding professions, to educate themselves,
and to work productively at what they wish
without taking leaves to raise children and
without being discriminated against because
they may someday bear children.

In addition to the countless number of
women relegated to menial jobs, hundreds
are trapped at home, often impoverished, be-
cause society will not give them adequate
opportunity to work. We must give them that
opportunity.

At present our soclety does not come near
providing enough facilities to care for all
children, to enrich their lives and free their
parents.

We now have 32,000 children in seven pre-
school programs operated by the City; and
approximtely 25,000 children in private cen-
ters. These figures don't even begin to cover
the demand we now have. In 1960 there were
811,587 children below the age of six, and
253,386 in the major age group presently
served by child care, the four and five-year-
olds, There is every indication that the 1970
figures will show higher numbers.

If we didn't even consider care for chil-
dren of all ages, but only considered the
small prime target, thrre is now space pro-
vided for only one out of every four chil-
dremn.

And if we consider all ages of pre-school
children, only one in fourteen children has a
place. There is today no chance for pre-
school education of any kind for tens of
thousands of children.

This outrageous condition must be elim-
inated. A systematic way of dealing with the
problem must be established, and a better
way of dellvering new spaces and operating
facilities must be devised.

A method has been mapped out by the
Early Childhood Development Task Force,
and my Advisory Committee on Child Day
Oare, under the inspiring leadership of Mrs.
Elinor Guggenheimer, has reviewed their re-

and made several recommendations.

It is obvious that we can wait no longer—
At the clty level, the Mayor and the City
Council must move immediately to establish
a new post, that of Commissioner for Early
Childhood Services. This new Commissioner
must be ultimately responsible and account-
able for funding of all city programs, and for
the licensing of all facilities, public and pri-
vate, relating to children’s services.

This new department should establish
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basic levels of educational and developmental
services and the Commissioner must actively
expedite centers while encouraging and aid-
ing community groups to push through the
maze of city agencies.

This, however, is not enough to meet the
vast need. If we are to meet the challenge be-
fore us, we must encourage, in more creative
ways than in the past, the private sector
to provide services and space for the public
and to enhance parent participation and
program improvements.

One of the first improvements that iIs
needed is the provision of child care facili-
ties, not just during working hours of nine to
five, but on a twenty-four hour basis.

Women who must work at night: nurses,
telephone operators, and others have need
for child care facilities during the evening
and early morning hours, At the present time
they are often forced to leave young children
home unattended with frequent tragic con-
sequences, or they are forced to impose upon
friends, or hire babysitters at high rates.

But others in addition to working mothers
could benefit from 24 hour child care. In case
of medical or other emergency, there is
presently for most New Yorkers no place
where children can be left temporarily.

Such 24 hour day care centers should be
located in every neighborhood and in every
place of business where women are em-
ployed at night. The cost of providing such
service would not include the cost of pro-
viding physical facilities, since no new facili-
ties would be needed beyond those estab-
lished for child care during the daylight
hours.

It is clear that private industry will not
lead the way in providing either 24 hour or 8
hour day care. The initiatives and the incen-
tives must come from government. Govern-
ment must lead the way by providing space
for day time child care services in all new
government buildings so that civil servants
can bring their children to work with the
knowledge that the child will be safe, well
cared for, and enriched.

All government bulldings housing large
numbers of workers must provide space for
at least the children of their working moth-
ers, who can then embark on professional
careers in government.

One of the world’s largest bulldings, a vast
government undertaking—the World Trade
Center—will house an estimated 50,000 work-
ers, with not one square foot of space for
working mothers’ children. Plans must be
started before it is too late to act.

Federal Post Offices and City Libraries are
planned in & way that provides a site afford-
ing the best access and visibility to the local
community it serves. What better place than
this for a drop-in or all-day child care pro-
gram. Government should mandate this type
of double use of space to save land, extend
economies, but most of all to provide ur-
gently needed child care services.

It is abundantly clear that our great uni-
versities and our fine hospitals should es-
tablish the kinds of children’s services that
are being demanded more and more by facul-
ties, staff and students. We have lost the
talents of too many vitally important sclen-
tists, educators, and speclalists because
women are forced to leave their professlons
due to soclety’s failure to provide care for
their children. We can no longer tolerate this
loss of needed people.

Beyond these government installatlions,
there is the vast area of publicly financed
and aided housing where we have always seen
fit, for example, to require a specified amount
of community space. Federal, State and City
government can and should mandate day
care facilities in new housing, and we must
begin this now.

In the past I have advocated and voted
for zoning bonuses to private developers
if they provided social amenities to the sur-
rounding community. Subway entrances,
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plazas and even public housing have been
created through the use of zoning bonuses.
I propose that the same types of creative
zoning be developed to initiate the planning
and development of community day care
space at little cost, and with swift delivery.

‘We cannot lose sight of the present meth-
ods of developing facilities which can be up-
graded. Additional State and Federal seed
money must be provided to pay the costs in-
curred by local community groups ambitious
and committed enough to help government
act. In addition to this, new funds must
be established by the City until higher level
of government can act, to provide monies to
open needed temporary space while a group
is preparing permanent facilities and is mov-
ing to comply with health and building
guidelines.

While government is taking these initia-
tives, those creative minds in the private sec-
tor who in the past have stepped forward
should again act. The surprising lack of
drop-in care in vast shopping areas and at
resorts could only be an oversight which
needs correcting. It can only be beneficlal
to commerce to provide shopper services of
this type licensed by the city and strictly
monitored. It is equally surprising that un-
ions have not demanded adequate services
for their children as well.

Just imagine for a moment how efficient
telephone services could be if AT & T pro-
vided child care services for operators in New
York City as they do in some areas outside
the City. Lower operating costs from lower
turnover in operators who would not find it
necessary to leave after costly training in
order to care for a child would more than pay
the price.

While the city, and hopefully the private
sector, are developing space for our children,
the educators and child care workers must
develop credited training and career pro-
grams in our city's universities and private
colleges to provide staff for the hundreds of
new centers, and to enhance existing pro-

It 1s essential, if we are to provide any-
thing near universal child care, that all staff
members be able to progress up through set
lnes, increasing in skills and experience and
advancing in pay and position.

All this must happen and the present
diversity of programs should continue go par-
ents can choose what service best meets their
needs. I am certain that a richer soclety will
result.

Congresswoman Abzug, I want to thank
you very much for affording me this oppor-
tunity to once more state my views regarding
child care. You are performing a great serv-
ice in helping to dramatize this issue and
bring it to public attention. Thank you.
STATEMENT BY Davip D. McFeETERS, JRr., DI-

RECTOR, HEAD START COMMITTEE

Mr. McFeeTeERS: As the Director of New
York City Head Start I wish fo thank you,
Mrs. Abzug, for the opportunity to present
our needs directly to you. My staff and I
fully support the City-Wide Council’s posi-
tion for the expansion and permanent fund-
ing of Head Start programs that encompass
the components of Head Start. We explicitely
endorse that the components of Head Start,
that is, comprehensive educational eurricu-
lum, parent participation, career develop-
ment, community action, multi-cultural,
renovation and purchasing site funds, train-
ing and utilization of community parents
must continue permanently. We urge that
these components be written into every part
of Child Care legislation.

I would, however, like to address ourselves
to another extremely Important item in child
care that has not been openly and vigorously
questioned. What is the objective of child
care? Is it to afford parents the opportunity
to work, is it baby sitting only, is it an
adjunet to social welfare, is it an extension
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of public education, is it supplementary care,
is it replacement of parents, is it to produce
responsible citizens of the United States, is
it to provide enrichment for poverty parents
and children?

All are legitimate questions, for all such
programs exist, many to the detriment of
both the child and parent. One fact stands
out strong and clear—that just as a house
is built brick by brick it is still useless if it
is built on a foundation of sand. So also the
foundation our children receive predicates
the masterplece of the adult he will become.
I strongly suggest that any legislation which
does not clearly evaluate and state the na-
tional objectives of child care can be con-
sidered at most poor legislation. We firmly
belleve that the content of child care cur-
riculum must focus on the individual child,
his family and community. It is time to
realize that we are involved in the shaping
of behavior, instilling of values, and life-
styles, in fact, in the awesome shaping of
social policy. We cannot be timid and argue
uselessly about cost per child, facilities and
who’s in control. We must focus on the fact
that every child has the right to compre-
hensive child care. As the White House Con-
ference of December 1970 stated, 1t is time
for the nation to re-order priorities “toward
promoting our most valuable resource—our
future generations.”

Therefore, we oppose any legislation that
would divide parents and children, phase
out Head Start and negate the components
in Head Start. We ask that you look deeply
at the Head Start Program and support 1ts
three-pronged concept of education of the
child. leadership development of parents, and
community action on all levels. Any other
form of legislation can only be interpreted
as stepping backward in time rather than
aggressively forward.

STATEMENT BY ESTHER SMITH, CHAIRMAN,
COMMITTEE FOR COMMUNITY CONTROL OF
DAY CARE CENTERS

As I was being introduced, a passerby hear-
ing my name remarked, “Oh, you are Esther
Smith from that community control group.
You are the ones who have forgotten the
slogan ‘Give A Damn.’ You are the ones who
are placing children in rat traps with un-
qualified personnel.”

Shocked, here was one of the not too
many times that I became speechless. For
the moment I was really psyched out. Be-
lieve me, this only lasted for a split second,
when I really got myself together.

Now here's where it's at. What makes you
think that because we live with inferior
teaching in our committees, we wish to con-
tinue doing so. What makes you think we
wish to continue living with rats and
roaches. But we have our thing together
and this is the way it is going to be,

First, we will take our rightful position to
determine the destiny of ourselves as well
as our children.

Second, We demand that the slave masters
let his slaves go—through this act we will
learn and build on our heritage.

Third, through preparing our own curri-
culum we will know that the education be-
ing taught in our centers is relevant to the
well-being our children.

The children and their parents in any
community are vital to the existence of that
community. So let them be the decision
makers of their communities. Make certain
to give them the proper tools for which to
do the job. Many of the so-called poverty
programs were designed to fall—so it could
be said, We gave them, but they did not
know what to do with it.

We are saying give us the money and do
not put up roads and bridges so hard for
us to cross. An example of this: We have
asked that parents and staff be trained to
run their centers in the manner designed by
the parent board of each center. Even though
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it is mandatory that training be done, we
have received no funds. This project has been
in the talking stages for the last two months.
And that is where it will stay until up-
stairs decides what will be done; then out
of the windows goes community control
Whether you believe it or not, our people
know that we can no longer allow anyone
other than ourselves to design the structure
for our lives; whether it be day care, pub-
lic schools, housing, economic development
or the social aspects in our communities. At
this point, I would like to present a memo
on finding problems prepared by the Com-
mittee for Community Controlled Day Care.
MEMO ON FUNDING

Many community groups that are eager to
run day care centers have been profoundly
discouraged by the city's red tape and un-
realistic licensing requirements. These groups
have found available, safe facilities, have
staff ready to work but the city refused them
funds because they fall to meet “certain
standards” relating to physical plant and/or
teacher criteria.

Many community groups have had experi-
ences similar to the following. Faith, Hope
and Charity in Brooklyn has run a program
on its own for 9 months serving 100 children
dally. This group wanted professional assist-
ance, needed money to get it, so went to the
Health Department for a temporary license,
8 necessary step before receiving city DSS
funds. The Health Department stated that
it couldn’t license Faith, Hope and Charlty
because the latter did not have professionals
or a source of funds. This is the kind of
callous, cyclical process which the city has
consistently inflicted on poor community
groups.

This bureaucratic style of operating has
caused a number of organizations to suspend
entirely their hopes for running a center, a
sad enough commentary on clty government.
But many other groups operate daily with a
volunteer staff and materials donated from
the community. Because the need for day
care is so urgent in many parts of the city,
however, groups like Faith, Hope and Charity
have started programs without public money
despite the fiscal difficulties inherent in such
an undertaking, These groups are staffed by
people who want to accomplish things, who
want to better their lives and the llves of
their neighbors; they cannot wait for back-
ward government policles to change.

Of course, these groups could improve their
program greatly if they had money to repair
the facility, hire sufficient personnel, and buy
appropriate equipment. They could run a
better program if they didn't have to worry
constantly about getting enough funds to
maintain their project. If the city had a
more flexible funding process, these groups
could serve their children better.

So when the city clalms it won't fund
these programs because it wants to protect
children, it simply is not facing the reality
of what's happening in the poor communi-
ties. Grass-roots organizations are running
programs for the pre-school youngster, in
any case; the city should assist them in their
attempts to operate quality day care for
children, not as it does now, prevent or dis-
courage them from sponsoring centers
through the imposition of silly and un-
related policies.

To remedy the stated conditions, the city
must establish an immediate funding me-
chanism which will deliver operating money
to community groups which have the desire
and neighborhood resources to open & cen-
ter. These groups must not be forced to meet
the current rigid Health Dept. and DSS re-
quirements which are mostly irrelevant to
community needs and impossible to satisfy
without long-term assistance. Some ex-
amples of the requirements a group must
satisfy before it can receive any money are:
a ceparate cubby for each child, a separate
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tollet for adults and separate tollets for male
and female adults, walls must be painted
in drab, off-color tones, head teachers must
have completed college and have taken gra-
uate school courses, a group must be incor-
porated—a process which has taken as long
as a year, a recent DSS ruling prohlbitmg
support to a center serving less than
children. An ongoing working rela.tionshlp
should be established with the city helping
these groups in every possible way to de-
velop a high quality facility.

The Community Development Agency
which distributes the federal anti-poverty
money in the city has already wisely ignored
the city’s requirements in helping commun-
ity groups start pre-school programs. The
West 80th Street Community Day Care Cen-
ter and five centers on the Lower East Side,
the UCDCC, received money from CDA at a
time DSS would have preferred to shut their
doors. All these programs functioned several
years with the anti-poverty funds and re-
cently weathered the transitional storms
of moving into DSS funding. Eastern Harlem
Block Nursery is another example of an ex-
cellent day care program which was ini-
tially supported by CDA money and finally,
reluctantly, assumed by the DSS funding,

We call on the Mayor and his administra-
tion to see that the city’s local day care oper-
ation relate to community groups the same
way CDA has—at least In terms of quick and
immediate funding. The city should make
changes In the health code; it should urge
certain code revisions which would permit
and expedite an immediate funding me-
chanism; it should also urge extensive use of
the code section which gives discretionary
power to the health dept. commissioner to
waive code requirements. To date, the city
has done none of the above.

State law does not prevent “immediate
funding” from taking place. The law charges
the “local public welfare official” with dis-
pensing monies; under this regulation, the
DSS commissioner could easily direct his day
care office to deliver funds to community
groups in the quick manner we have pre-
scribed.

The city should grasp the opportunity now
being offered to operate in a way the Divi-
slon of Day Care never has: to function as an
advocate of community day care, to be an
ally of indigenous groups which have justi-
flably all but written off the system as belng
uncaring, unresponsive, inefficient. This new
method and style would benefit grass-roots
organizations because they could establish
adequate services quickly, the public because
it would have avallable more and better day
care centers.

STATEMENT BY MoE BILLER, PRESIDENT, MAN~
HATTAN-BRONX POSTAL UNION

I'm Moe Biller, President of Manhattan-
Bronx Postal Union, representing 27 thou-
sand men and women in the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice in those two boroughs. Manhattan-Bronx
Postal Union is the largest postal local in the
country and, as such, has spearheaded many
of the movements that have insured postal
workers’ rights and well-being both on the
job and at home.

Although we are constantly fighting to
improve the wages, fringe benefits and work-
ing conditions for ALL of our 27,000 mem-
bers, we are particularly concerned with a
problem peculiar to only a quarter of our
full membership.

In Manhattan and the Bronx alone we
have 6,300 women who are employed by the
Postal Service. The majority are non-white
and work at nighttime. Thousands of these
women are the sole support of small chil-
dren and theyre fighting against heavy
odds—not only to bring these children up
with the shelter of & near-normal home life,
but to maintain their own dignity as pro-
ductive members of the community—and as
taxpayers.
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It's a constant battle. First to find ade-
quate baby sitters because nighttime child
care centers are virtually non-existent. And,
second, remaining at home when the baby
sltter, competent or not, fails to show up
as promised, to face Postal Service punish-
ment for being AWOL.

You'd better belleve it! Women—loyal,
hardworking women—being punished for
daring to take care of a prime responsibility
when an emergency occurs. Does the Postal
Service want them to go on relief? Does the
Postal Service belleve it can treat people
like robots all in the name of “good busi-
ness'?

We, in Manhattan-Bronx Postal Union,
can't go along with that kind of philosophy—
and we won't. It isn’t a question of Women's
Lib; it's a guestion of human dignity for
these 6,300 postal workers and their right to
remain as productive members of the com-
munity—taking care of thelr families and
adding to the tax rolls Instead of the welfare
rolls.

It's as simple as that. Would we rather
have people produce or exist on handouts?

If it weren't for the archale thinking of
the present administration in Washington
we wouldn't even have to pose that question.
Because we, in New York, would have solved
it through direct negotiation with the New
York branch of the new Postal Service. In-
stead we are tied to the national negotiations
in Washington—where negotiators who rep-
resent postal workers In backwoods Alabamsa
or the bayous of Louisiana have been given
the right to solve the problems of Manhattan
and the Bronx and the big cities.

They can’t do 1t! The only way we're going
to solve New York problems is for New York
union experts to sit down and bargain with
New York Postal Service experts. Negotia-
tors who represent postal workers in North
Dakota don't know what it's like to be
mugged in New York. And our women are
getting mugged—on paydays and on the way
home from work. Right in the subway sta-
tlon across from the General Post Office, of
all places. They can’t solve THAT in Nevada
or Alabama or Mississippl. WE have to help
solve it right here in New York—the way our
brothers and sisters of Local 1101 of the Com-
munieations Workers are trylng to solve their
own problems and the way Local 327 of the
Bullding Service Employees are fighting for
the safety and rights of their fourteen thou-
sand members.

By the way, Congresswoman Abzug, please
accept my thanks for helping me violate
Postal Service regulations. The Postmaster
General is rightly titled. He evidently thinks
he's commanding troops when he tells postal
workers, including thelr union leaders, that
they have no right to talk to Congress. Well—
we're talking to you and we’ll continue to
talk to you and other members of Congress
regardless. of the blunt orders issued from
Washington. Only you and our other Con-
gressional leaders can help cur womeén main-
tain their right to hold a job with dignity
and peace of mind. That's what child care
centers can do.

Thanks very much for the opportunity of
testifying today.

Now I'd like to introduce one of our union
delegates, Miss Eleanor Balley, who has some
interesting facts and figures.

STATEMENT BY ELEANOR BAILEY, MANHATTAN-
Bronx PosTaL UNION

My name is Eleanor Balley. I'm one of the
lucky working mothers because my two chil-
dren are in their upper and mid teens and
doing well in college and high school.

I've been employed by the Post Office as
a clerk for the past six years. I work at night
at the General Post Office in Manhattan and
spend part of most days as a union delegate
in the Manhattan-Bronx Postal Unlon,

I say I'm one of the lucky working moth-
ers since T feel that my children are well on
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their way to making it as students. There
are, literally, millions of other mothers who
need help desperately—so that their chil-
dren can be cared for safely and adequately
while they earn their dally bread.

Think of this—there are nearly one mil-
lion *“latch key" children in this nation—
children under fourteen years of age who are
sent to school in the morning with the house
key hung around their neck on a string.
They're left to fend for themselves until
their mothers come home from a long day
at work. It's not good for the future of these
children. It’s not good for the future of our
country—because these “latch key" kids will
become the citizens of tomorrow, good, bad
or indifferent. We can’t afford to have a large
group of future voters who have been warped
by inattention and neglect during their
youth.

There are more than 5§ million children
under the age of six whose mothers work.
There are licensed day care facilitles for
only 800 thousand of these children,

In 1968 a nationwide survey was made
by the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare on the attitudes of people on wel-
fare. The survey showed that more than
80% of the women on welfare expressed
strong desires to work. 50% of these sald
the only thing that held them back—and
kept them on welfare—was the unavailabil-
ity of child care facilitles,

Think of the problem—and the solution—
in terms of money. In New York City alone
if only a fraction (let's say 10%) of the
more than one million weifare reciplents
could be returned to the mainstream of the
economy—that is, back to a job—the savings
would be enormous. At a conservative wel-
fare cost of $2,100 a year per client the sav-
ing in New York City alone would amount
to 210 million dollars a year. And that’s only
the beginning. Not only would welfare costs
be reduced—but the tax rolls would benefit
through the addition of tens of thousands
of working, tax-paying, mothers.

Something has to be done—and done soon
because the situation can only get worse. Ac~-
cording to the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare the number of women
who received welfare assistance because they
had dependent children rose from: 25% in
1961 to 329 in 1967 to 44% Iin 1968,

And It's been estimated that the federal
cost for alding dependent children which is
now at 2.8 billlon dollars will rise to 4.7
billion by 1976.

In my union—Manhattan-Bronx Postal
TUnion alone—there are 6,300 women who are
employed by the Postal Service. Most of them
work at night since they are usually lowest
on the seniority list. Most of them have chil-
dren, Many of them are constantly caught in
the squeeze of trying to find adequate care
for their children while they work. It isn't
available. And many of these working moth-
ers are constantly being brought up on
charges of being absent without leave—the
absence caused by their staying home when
a promised baby-sitter failed to show.

We have the foundation for setting up
adequate child care centers In New York
City. The buildings are there. And the day-
time stafls are there.

I have some charts of a survey of the
postal employees. I questioned them on the
avallability of what they actually need. This
chart shows the responses from the Bronx.
I found that about 8% of the chlldren were
under the age of five. The majority were over

the age of five. I also questioned them
about the kind of care they are receiving
from parents, grandparents, other relations,
and also agencies. You find here that they
don't use any.

The next question was, Are they satisfied
with the type of child care they are getting.
The majority was very dissatisfled with it.
The next question was, “Did they try to get
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night care?” The majority tried and did not
receive it.

The sécond phase I want to show you is a
map of the Bronx. There are 64 facilities
available. I went through the Dept. of Health
Issues, a magazine listing the facilities they
have avallable. In the sliding scale category,
because they are all working mothers and
they don't have the money available, I got
the heayiest response from the women in
the South Bronx. The red marks show where
the day care centers are located in projects
s0, with these centers being located there
they can have a ready market of people who
might be able to work because they are near
home. My next area is in Brooklyn, in the
Bedford-Stuyvesant area. I feel that only
45 can be used by post office women with
the salary they're making. N.Y.C. is a little
better off than the rest of the country as far
as the number of centers, but I found that
as working mothers, our women had no
priorities,

This is the Queens area—890 centers and
only 168 that I feel can be used. In Staten
Island there are only 8 and 6 that they use.
Somebody has to come up with a program to
give these people centers near their homes
so they don't have to travel.

Mrs. Aszuc. I want to ask just one ques-
tion of you. There has been some discussion
and difference of opinion with respect to the
location of 24-hour centers and other facil-
ities for working women. I take it that you're
saying that women in your union feel that
these centers should be located not in the
plant where they work but near where they
live. Is that correct?

Mrs. BamLey. Yes. This is because of the
hours that the women work at night. All
we're saying is, don't build something new,
just use the day care centers that are not
being used at night. And transportation
should be available. What about the public
buses? Like the school buses, if you want
to take your children home? We're asking
that something be done to help our women.
Thank you very much for listening to me and
I hope you understand our problem. The
need is clear, the foundations are already
in existence and all we need is some action.
Please don't study us any more, we have
been studied to death. Thank you very much.
(Applause)

Mrs. Aszvc. I hope we can move this on
to action. We're going to have a crusade of
children and mothers this year in Congress
and I'm sure that that will get the action
we need.

STATEMENT BY BARBARA SMITH, CHAIRMAN
Ciry Heap START COMMITTEE

Mrs. SmrrH. The City-Wide Head Start
Council, representing 6500 children and
10,000 parents, wishes to thank Mrs. Bella
Abzug for the opportunity to present our
views on child care. We are Head Start par-
ents whose children are now attending head
start centers. One hundred and sixteen of
our centers run on a 314 hour basis, while
10 run on a G-hour basls. We emphatically
support legislation which will expand the
Head Start program to serve more parents
and children in our 26 poverty areas, retain
the ldentity and high queality of our pro-
grams and insure the permanent funding
of Head Start. The benefits of Head Start
are well documented,

I want to draw your attention to the
Kirshner report of May 1970. In this study
Head Start parents initiated and were in-
volved in 94% of the institutional changes
in their communities in the U.S. B0% of
these changes were identified as in the edu-
cational area. The thousands of parents of
Head Stert have boldly demonstrated that
their primary concern is the health and
education of their children.

Can any one really deny to these parents
and children the right to an education In
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the first critical stages of a productive and
interesting life? Anybody who does merely
wishes to perpetuate the cycle of poverty.
I personally feel that is true now.

Therefore, we urge that legislation on child
care include the components of Head Start
and insure the continuation of Head Start.
Head Start is a three-pronged program: one,
it 1s education of the child; two, it is
leadership development of the parents, and
last, it is community action.

One of the most important components is
parent education. We reject any concept ex-
cept that in which the parents elect and
serve as the policy-making body for their
program. We wish to emphasize the concept
of maximum participation. Only a parent or
child can express and strive for the condi-
tions which will make his life productive.
The right of a parent to be intimately in-
volved in the development and management
of this program must not be legislated away.
Enabling legislation such as insuring that
enrolled children’s parents must compose the
policy-making committee of each center and
Council must be part of any child care
legislation,

In order to insure maximum participation,
a small portion of funds have always been
allocated for babysitting, carfare and Iunch.
These funds have been one of the wisest ex-
penditures in the Head Start program. It has
given poverty parents the opportunity to
participate in the committee meetings and
policy council decisions that have affected
the lives of thousands.

Through the City-Wide council parents’
efforts, 20 more agencies have been added to
the NYC program in the last two years. Head
Btart was provided for 1200 more children
and parents per year. Jobs and tralning for
approximately 200 parents and staff was
identified this last year and leadership train-
ing for 80 poverty parents was initiated
through the efforts of the Clty-Wide Coun-
cll. Purther examples are the efforts In the

City-Wide Council on housing, welfare rights
and the Interlm Commission on Agency for
Child Development.

We also stress that child care must provide
a strong educational curriculum, especially
in light of the recent Harvard studies that

have emphasized a childs intelligence
doubles before the age of six. We think it is
an extremely crucial time in his life. Legis-
latlon must endorse a strong educational
component.

If the nation is to prevent the tragedy of
wasted human potential, if the nation is to
stop the cumulative financial drain, then it
must invest in its children from the earliest
age. May we clearly state that when we speak
of the educational component, we are talking
of what abilities are nurtured, what cultures
are understood and cherished, what values
are learned, what attitudes are taught and
what kind of loving care the child receives.

For if his culture iz negated, his self-
respect destroyed, his values killed, he will
not learn, will not want to learn, and will
take his first steps to a nonproductive life.
We urge the inclusion of a multiculture edu-
cation, especially trilingual education, since
out of our 6500 children, a majority are
Black, Spanish and Chinese.

It follows that we endorse the concept of
community controlled Head Start child care
legislation. Each of our centers operate on
a community-based theory. Parents and staff
are actively recruited and utilized from the
neighborhood. Resources are negotiated from
the neighborhood, community action is di-
rected and supported by the neighporhood.
Community representatives comprise the mi-
nority portion of the policy committee at
each center, delegate and city-wide level.
Such a concept leads us to another valuable
plece of Headstart, using of paraprofessionals
in teaching capacities and assisting parents.
We do not negate the necessity of academic
training but we do endorse legislation that
provides for the employment of personnel
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on the basis of training and experience and
assist in providing for further requirements
which will lead into further career develop-
ment.

Legislation that would assist in com-
munity development is legislation that pro-
vides renovation and purchasing of site costs
in the appropriation. At this point and time
Head Start centers are unable to purchase
sites and must utilize money from their op-
erating budgets for renovation. These fac-
tors could be alleviated by placing Head
Start in a permanent funding category with
purchasing and renovating rights in the
budget.

Head Start is one of the least expensive
parts of the child care program to operate.
The cost for 12 full operating months is
approximately $1800 per child, a small
amount when measured against the gains,
against the financial drain we see around us
in drug addiction and violence. One hundred
and sixteen centers offer half-day programs,
thus cutting down on personnel costs. These
have proven to be highly beneficial to both
parents and children. It provides children
with a learning environment, complete medi-
cal and dental checkups and nutritional food
plus supplemental social services, mental and
psychological services. Parents receive bene-
fits from the development of the leadership
of themselves, participation in training pro-
grams, volunteering employment, assistance
in changing the social conditions that have
formed the system that surrounds them and
gives them hope for the future.

In conclusion, we emphatically state that
any legislation that does not include fund-
ing of the components we have outlined—
strong educational programs, enrolled par-
ents as policy makers, permanent funding
for Head Start, community controlled agen-
cles, multicultural, renovations, parent ac-
tivity funds, training and utilization of com-~
munity parents in the career development
and community actions would be construed
as a gigantic turning of the back on the needs
of the poverty parents,

STATEMENT BY THELMA DAILEY, DIsTRICT 65

Mrs. DaLey. At our union, District 65, we
also have been exploring the question of the
child care problem. It is a known fact that
child care centers are inadequate today. We
would like to throw out some of the ideas
we have been kicking around and hope that
you can help us draw some conclusions that
would help us to get the center we need.

We thought of two things: the center in
the community and the center on the job,
or near it. For example, we have under con-
tract the Lerner Shop warehouse which is
located at 33rd Street and 10th Ave. There
are approximately 1,000 workers there and I
would say that over half are women. Of
course, this means that many of these
women have child care problems, That's to be
expected. Now how do we bring the center to
the job? We have been exploring the pos-
sibility of setting up a center not on the
premises but nearby. This is also true in the
garment area where we have many thou-
sands of workers. Take, for instance, Johnny,
who is under one year of age, cannot be put
into a center because he has not reached the
accepted age of 214, Therefore, it means that
we need a center that will be able to take
Johnny in early, before he is one year of
age. Therefore, we would like to see a center
or centers near the Lerner shop whereby a
parent could take Johnny down in the morn-
ing and bring him back in the evening.

We are thinking of asking the city for one
subway train or cars set aslde for parents
and children in the morning. For instance,
the mother would be due at work at 9 am,
She would go to work at 10:00 instead on
this special train. Instead of leaving at &
P.M. she would leave at 6 with Johnny. The
child would have breakfast with Mommy in
the morning at home and he could also
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have lunch with her because she would be
in the neighborhood. He would have dinner
at the center with the other children, then
his mother would pick him up in time for his
snack and his bath.

Now this would do several things. It would
help Johnny to start thinking logiecally at
a very early age, which is very important.
It would also gzive mother the opportunity
to appreclate Johnny just a little bit more
because she would not have to say to her-
self, Please, let me get him into bed and out
of my hair, I am so very tired. I have had
s0 many problems all day long, now I cannot
comeé home and feed him and do all the
things I normally have to do. This would
help in many ways.

I have not said anything about the 4-day
work week but I think we should discuss it
and consider it. It is very feasible. I think
this would also help to insure that Johnny
would sleep all night without any problems
even if he was under one year of age. I am
not going to make this a long dissertation. I
would like to say that I have two young
ladies with me who are from the Lerner
shops. They both have young kids, I think
one is three and one is under 3. I would
ke at this particular time to introduce to
you Romana Hollman.

Mrs. HoLLMAN, I have a son who is 3 years
old and right now he's staylng with a licensed
sitter that I got through the Bureau of Child
Welfare, and I would like to get him into a
day care center, but then I think of all the
trouble it took for me to get him Into this
home with & licensed sitter. It took me six
months with a lot of medical examinations
and so forth, a lot of worry. I know I am sure
that if I put in an application for a day
care center it would take me months and by
the time I do get him in he will be old
enough to go to school.

Mrs. Damey. The next person is Peggy
Stokes.

Mrs. Stoxes. I have a daughter who is 8
and my cousin Is keeping her at the house
because at this time I cannot get any child
care. I can’t pick her up on time. The center
closes at 5:30 p.m. and I don't get home
that early. I would like your cooperation.

Mrs. Damey. I would just like to say that
I hope eventually we will have as many child
care centers as we have ligquor stores in
New York City.

STATEMENT BY REV. SAMUEL WINDHAM

Reverend WinpHAM. I'm happy to have the
opportunity to say something on the subject
of 24-hour child care centers. As minister
of Samuel’s Temple on 125th Street, I have
been providing this service—24-hour care, 6
days a week—to 135 children for over 11
years and that experience gives me some
knowledge In the field.

For Instance, I know that such a service
is needed. The job market is simply too tight
today to tell a poor woman that merely
because she has children of school age or
pre-school age, she cannot accept a job for
anything but the standard 9-5 shift. There
are too many good jobs which poor people
want and need to let such a thing happen.

I also know that the service is needed on
a drop-in basis to handle a variety of emer-
gency and human situations—illness, unex-
pected travel plans, etc.—which are common
in any community.

I know that the evening or night sessions
can be safe, enjoyable and productive ex-
periences for the children—in the same way
that the daytime programs are.

And I know that it is both wasteful and
wrong to close a child care center down at
6 o'clock, when it could so easily continue
to serve community needs.

Now, the new Agency for Child Develop-
ment 1s showing some inclination to respond
to this need and we are presently in negotia-
tions to set up a experimental program in
the Temple. It is my hope that very quickly
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this pilot program will be followed by 24-
hour centers all over the city.

In conclusion, let me simply add that the
need is very real and the means to satisfy
that need already exist in the form of over
160 day care centers which now close their
doors at 4 or 5 in the afternoon. It is, there-
fore, crucial that the new agency carry
through in its commitment to provide better,
more inclusive child care services to the
people of the city.

QuEsTIONS FroM THE FLOOR

Question. Do you find that the 24 hour
day care center relieves the mother at night?

Rev. WiNDHAM. We have 3 sessions at the
center. We have children that stay the night.

QuesTION. Is it any good for the children
to be taken into the center in the night time?

Rev. WinpHEAM. Most of the mothers leave
their children in the afternoon and pick
them up in the morning. There is no reason
for the mother to pick up the child at night
unless she wasn't able to pick him up earlier
for personal reasons.

QuEsTION. How do you staff a 24 hour child
care center?

Rev. WinpHAM. We fought for the type
of staffing we thought we needed, so the
night staff includes a registered nurse and
someone we feel is capable of handling chil-
dren. We are presently writing guldelines for
this so I am trying to answer this the best
I can. The night program requires a quali-
fled person, someone especially that has a
knowledge of children’s sleeping behavior
or what happens when a kid becomes sick.

We have two educational sessions—one
during the day and one when the night ses-
glon starts at 83 p.m. approximately to the
night meal. What kind of curriculum? We
have a parents advisory committee that rec-
ommends some of the things they wish their
children to learn. We have an early child-
hood teacher who sets the curriculum for the
center. We have a staff of teachers who have
early childhood licenses and therefore they
set the curriculum. The children who attend
the center range in age from six months to
five years.

QuUEsTION. How many do you have at
night? Do you have a requirement that the
night children must be children of working
parents?

Rev. WinpHAM. The numbers vary, de-
pending on the change of shifts of the peo-
ple involved. Sometimes we have more chil-
dren than at other times, but the minimum
number of children we have is 20. Some
nights we have as many as 40. Very often the
mother’s shift changes.

STATEMENT BY VANGLEE COLSTON, DEPART-
MENT STORE WORKER'S UNION

Mrs. CorsToN. My name is Vanglee Col-
ston and I'm a member of the Department
Store Workers Union. I am a living example
of the nightinare arrangement. I am the
mother of five children, ranging from the
age of 7 through 15. I have been a working
mother at sometime before each of these
children was of school age. There have been
times I have paid someone to keep them
that I felt were not qualified to give them
the proper care and to love them. I some-
times went to work worrying, with my heart
very heavy, worrying if my child was cared
for, fed, and loved. Because of the non-
dependability of some sitters, you are left
frustrated. You have the hardship of finding
someone at the last moment to replace them.
Also, you find a high rate of absenteeism
among working women.

Due to the fact that the cost of living has
risen to such heights that we can no longer
live on our husbands’' salaries, we have more
working mothers now than ever before, Even
working, our tax structures leave a lot to
be desired, especially in the income bracket
of 87,000 to 8,000 and I mean by that the
money they allow you for deduction of ex-
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penses for a child. Before a child reaches
school age, it is important that he develop
a proper attitude towards living. He should
be loved, well fed, and properly supervised
at all times, He must have a chance to learn
and to be aware of his surroundings. Day
Care Centers provide all of these things,
leaving the mother with less worry and
lightening the hardship of paying out large
sums of money that she cannot afford.

We should have more management con-
cern and government-sponsored programs
and we could set up centers at central loca-
tions in our community. For instance, at the
schools, churches, and community centers.

With such a large force of working mothers
in the metropolitan area, and I got this fig-
ure from the Soclal Service Department,
they have 156 nurseries as of last month.
Twenty-seven of these are in the borough
in which I live, the Bronx. And they have
long waiting lists. It 1s very hard when you
are poor, and some of us will never make it.
Our children are our future leaders and citi-
zens so before I close, I wish that everyone
could really understand the hardships of
mothers that try to stay off the welfare rolls,
that try to help your husbands to make it,
and you cannot see your way through, but
let’s save the children.

Peggy Hoenig: I'm a neighborhood educa-
tor at P.S. 33, and I don’'t think I need to
convince you that we do need day care and
night care. All of the previous speakers have
given you all of the statistics and the need
is quite evident. In my school which is par-
ticipating in the Follow Through program,
we have something that is known as a family
room. This room is staffed with five women
and any mother in the neighborhood who has
to shop, go to the doctor, go to work or what-
ever, can come and leave her child there,
from nine to three. This is the hours that
the school is open. And it seems to me that
this might be a possible solution to the prob-
lem. I don't see why all schools can't have
this. It’s funded by OEO, and it exists in this
school. I see no reason why it can't exist in
all schools. Some of the previous speakers
have spoken about the fact that the Centers
need to be open 24 hours a day. I would
think that this would be a reasonable solu-
tion too., The school building is there. I see
no reason why it has to be closed up. Another
suggestion in line with this is the fact that
many of the mothers who are on welfare, who
say that they want to go to school to im-
prove their educational abilitles could cer-
tainly be taught in the school. It seems to
me that it's a combinaion of many things,
not only caring for the children, but hav-
ing programs for the mothers to educate
themselves also.

STATEMENT BY AL COHEN, CHINATOWN
PrLaNwING COUNCIL

Mr. CoHEN, I am speaking with several
hats as Executive Director of the China-

town Planning Council, as board member of
the United Child Day Care Council of the
Lower East Side, and as a member of the
Borough President of Manhattan's Advisory
Committee on Day Care. I think my ex-
pertise comes basically as one of those latch-
key kids who never quite made it to the Day
Care Center, who roamed around the streets
with a key pinned to his shirt while my
mother searched desperately for space for
me. I never did make it.

I'd like to speak on several points. I think

it becomes imperative, particularly in New
York City, that the community planning

boards and the planning division begin to
consider that no housing be built in New
York City City and that no schools be built
in New York City without provision and
consideration being made for the inclusion
of day care centers and early childhood cen-
ters in those schools. Now I think one of our
particular needs in New York City is the
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need for space. We are always coming across
this problem. We are rehabilitating old build-
ings at fantastic cost in order to put in these
needed centers and yet we have these large
facilities that are natural for day care centers
being built and no consideration is made for
the inclusion of these services.

In terms of housing, low income housing
and middle income housing projects are
very appropriate for the inclusion of these
services. Schools are also a natural where
the older siblings are left off to go a full
day and it would be perfectly natural
and feasible for day care centers to be in-
cluded. Also when we think of areas outside
of New York City, consideration should be
given the fact that businesses include day
care centers in their physical plants or in a
space nearby to the plant. In New York City,
many people can commute by public trans-
portation and there's a lot of space available
for day care centers in their own neighbor-
hoods. When you get out into the rural and
suburban areas, many of the workers have
cars.

There are no central facilitles for day
care centers and it makes it perfectly ap-
propriate for plants to Include these within
the physical confines of their establishment
or perhaps in a school nearby.

S0 I think that when the Congresswoman
is considering national legislation she should
also consider the needs outside of New York
City in terms of urban and suburban areas.
I would like to strongly emphasize the fact
that 1t has been clearly stated time and time
again this morning that we need legislation
which will encompass the needs of all wom-
en and parents for day care services.

There is a divisive element now that we
feel is stemming from Congress and the
President to split the communities and to
emphasize the needs of welfare reciplents
for day care. I think this is an error and I
think that we have to correct this error im-
mediately. We need to emphasize that this
iz a right, a soclal utility for all people re-
gardless of income level. And I think it
would be a grave mistake to let ourselves
be trapped Into a position that we are only
concerning ourselves with welfare people.
Time and time again, on the Lower East
Side we find that all people need this service
and want this service. With the critical
shortage of funds, the emphasis is to place
it on low income and for welfare recipients.
Again, it only adds to the present divisive-
ness that is occurring throughout New York
City and I think this is a terrible mistake.
Let us not be trapped by it. Chinatown Plan-
ning Council runs currently the Ilargest
after-school day care center in New York
City. It sounds grandiose and I think we
have a total of 200 kids at present in our
program. The smallness of this number
points out the absurdity of our being the
largest day care center and after school day
care center in New York City. I think the
after school day care center has lagged in
New York City. Many people do not know
about after school day care centers, but we
feel that this is a very important part of
the Day Care Services—as much as all day
and all evening care.

This is a program whereby working mothers
of school age children can leave their children
in our centers from 3:15 to 6:30 or 7 in the
evening, depending upon the need. This is an
important element in keeping children off the
streets and giving them supportive services in
certaln areas. In our community it helps
especially because the children are not Eng-
1ish speaking, but Puerto Rican or Chinese. It
gives them supplemental help in English and
homework studies. It is really an excellent
and exciting program. However, even within
this program, we can make revisions to keep
it exciting and stimulating. And the programs
that have failed in other parts of the city we
feel did so because of stringent regulations
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imposed by the DOSS in terms of standards.
We're not against standards of having pro-
fessional teachers where needed, but we also
feel there are other people that can perform
adequately and even better than some of the
professional teachers in these after school
centers. And one of the reasons that these
programs have lagged and have fallen apart is
that they have not been challenging and
stimulating to the children who have been in
school all day and then must slt in school or
other facilitles for two hours. They can be
creative, They can be challenging. And I
think our experiences in Chinatown where
our program has been in operation for a year
and a half, we have 99% attendance daily.
Our program has been spectacular. We get
tremendous parent cooperation. At our par-
ents' meetings we are averaging 95 to 98 per-
cent attendance, while the PTA's in the same
schools can only attract about five people to
their meetings. So I would like to strongly
emphasize that in any national piece of leg-
islation that is being constructed that the in-
clusion of all-day care services be included.

STATEMENT BY BRENDA FASTEAU, NATIONAL
ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN

Mrs. Fasteaw. I am the National Vice Presi-
dent of NOW in charge of legislation for
women. I'd like to tell you that our first
priority this year is national child care leg-
islation, above all other pleces of legisla-
tion. We are the main lobby voice for the
women'’s movement. We have decided this is
an issue which we cannot avoid any longer.
It is something that we have all been wonder-
ing about in terms of how to get down to the
basic details of what we mean by national
child care legislation. We have helped our-
selves along by articulating that what we
are talking about is something that is good
for all children.

If we think about children as the prlority,
we make it clear in our own minds what we
in the National Organization for Women
want. Although our stated constituency is
women, we feel that If we think about how
to serve children in this United States that
we will be able to figure out not only the
priorities in terms of child care legislation
but the amounts of money that are neces-
sary and in general all the different kinds of
aspects of this very complicated kind of leg-
islation. It is appropriate as an officer of NOW
that I talk about my particular concerns
with national Legislation even though that
is by no means where we stop or even start.
Child Care has got to go on. Child care cen-
ters have got to be developed at every level
of the government. They've got to go ahead
without national funding before we get na-
tional funding. I am a little bit concerned
about this administration coming forth with
the kind of funding that I think is necessary.
I think a minimum of $10 billion is necessary
to begin but I think that other people here
have testified about the need for child care
and I will therefore confine my remarks,
which I will make very brief, to the legisla-
tion that will have to complement the efforts
that are made at the local and state levels
while we are pushing ahead.

There 15 a coalition in Washington that
is attempting to develop a consensus piece
of legislation for which we will then get co-
sponsors both in the Senate and in the House
to go along with we hope. And one of the
things that we, The National Organization
for Women, have been pushing is the im-
mediate recognition of the fact that all child
care facilities must be as economically and
racially integrated as possible.

I have been talking at great length to
Dorothy Pittman whom you probably all
know as the head of the West 80th St. Child
Care Center in New York. She and I have
both agreed that we have got to make these
centers economically and racially integrated.
I am emphasizing this because I think it is
a mistake on the part of an awful lot of
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other kinds of eivil rights groups and poverty
groups to try to perpetuate the Head Start,
the poverty kind of program. I feel very
strongly and I want to make it very clear
that that is a mistake from the point of
view of the children. As Dorothy says, all
the children who live in welfare hotels are
going to learn from each other is more about
welfare hotels. We've got to get all children
in there. It is just as Important for a middle
class child to learn from a welfare child as
vice versa, if not more so. And it is just
as important that all children learn together
and grow together. And the one thing that 1
am hoping that we will be able to do in Con-
gress is get through the idea that this is a
right for all children.

I feel so strongly about it that I have
to say it all the time and I begin to feel
as though I am making an obvious point,
But too many people are overlocking that
and there is too much of a chance that
unless we are extremely cautious, particularly
in this administration, that we are going
to end up with another poverty program
which is not going to work.

We all are aware of the problems of de-
livery systems and how if we ignore the
fact that the southern states are likely to
be & big problem if we give the states an
enormous amount of power for the poor peo-
ple in the southern states. We then get into
more complicated questions of how the
dellvery system should work out. And our
feeling is that this has got to be commu-
nity control without any question at all,
parent control, and that this can be done
in national legislation.

‘This 1s something that all of the groups
concerned with child care feel very strongly
about. I am worried. The thing that worrles
me the most, the thing that I have to keep
on reiterating is that iIf we don't work to-
gether and if the civil rights groups and
the groups that represent primarily the black
constituency in this country don't realize
that what we want is economic integration
and racial integration for all children that
we are going to perpetuate something that
the public schools have made a mess out of.
And everything has gone wrong as a result
of this concern for an emphasis on the pov-
erty groups, It doesn’t mean, and I should
make this clear, that parents who can afford
to pay for child care centers should not pay.
I believe in a sliding scale approach and I
believe that could be worked out and has
been worked out in a draft bill that we are
working on in this coalition. But that does
not preclude the fact that the facilities
that exist have got to be made avallable
for all children even though there may be
some poor children who won't be able to
get In because there will be some middle
class children who will be let in. NOW is not
& middle class group. We don’t just repre-
sent middle class women. We are talking
about children now because we feel that's
the only way to talk for women. And when
we talk about children we mean for everyone
and we don't mean another poverty pro-
gram. With that, I will close because that’s
where it's at right now.

THE DAY CARE AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT

CounNcIL OF AMERICA, INC.

(Statement by Erika E. Streuer, Special
Assistant for Public Affairs)

Miss STREUER. I am pleased to have this op-
portunity to appear before you today to dis-
cuss the national need for quality child care
services in the United States, I represent the
Day Care and Child Development Council of
America, a national, voluntary cltizens’ or-
ganization formed to promote public aware-
ness of the need for child care. Our member-
ship is composed of local citizen groups and
lay and professional leaders throughout the
country who share our concerns, and our
commitment to universally available child
care.
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The need for 24 hour child care, the focus
of your hearings today, is an issue which has
been almost completely overlooked. Twenty=
four hour day care is often dismissed as &
frivolous demand. Nothing could be further
from the truth. Twenty-four hour day care,
which could also be called night care, is an
absolute necessity for the thousands of
mothers who work nights.

The lack of quality child care for the
children of all working mothers is so great
as to be of crisis proportions throughout the
country. And of the groups of working
mothers, women who work nights have the
greatest difficulty in securing care for their
children. If one may generalize, thelr handi-
cap is dual. While it is difficult to find a
good care situation for a child during the
day, it is doubly and triply dificult at night.
While some day care centers are available
during the day and some excellent caretakers
can be hired for daytime hours, both are
almost impossible to obtain at night.

Centers which serve children at night are
virtually nonexistent. The only ones which
have come to the attention of our organiza-
tion are an experimental program in Las
Vegas in which the children are put on the
same schedule as their parents who work in
the nightelubs and two programs which are
in the planning stage here in New York at
two industrial parks. On top of the difficulty
of obtaining night care, these mothers are
among those who can least afford to pay the
price of quality care. The jobs which women
hold nights such as janitresses, waitresses
and factory workers on the night shift, not
to mention nurses, are among the lowest paid
Jobs in our economy.

I believe that in the area of day care we
have another case of a syndrome I like to
refer to as American split thinking. We be-
lieve in motherhood, deflned as “mother’s
place is in the home,” while at the same
time we believe that people should work to
maintain economic self sufficlency. We have
yet to put the two together and realize that
many good mothers must work to support
their children and maintain economic inde-
pendence. Thus, some of our best-known
leaders in the field of early childhood con=
tinue to espouse the view that every good
mother should stay at home, totally ignoring
the millions of mothers who must and do
work,

The thought processes involved are highly
complex and beyond the capacity of a lay
person to analyze. Somehow, however, the
end result of our thinking seems to he that
if we deny that mothers are working, the
problem of how to adequately care for thelr
children will go away. A harsher point of
view would say that we believe it is only the
“bad" mother who chooses to work and if she
makes that choice, she should be punished.
It is her responsibility to make arrange-
ments. The community has neither an in-
terest in nor a responsibility to her and her
child.

Let us be sure of one thing: almost all
mothers who work do so for economic rea-
sons. The Department of Labor has found
that “for the great majority of working woms=
en with young children, economic need is
the most compelling reason. This need, in
large measure, is determined by the hus-
band’s earnings, and the regularity of his
employment. The higher his earnings, and
the greater the security afforded by his job,
the less likely the wife is to work.” Basic
statistics rapidly make this argument irre-
futable: In March 1969, 11.6 million mothers
with children under 18 years of age were
working. Of these, 7.4 million had children
6 to 17 years of age, 2.1 million had children
3 to 5 years of age, and another 2.1 million
had children under 3 years of age.

Looking at these 11.6 million working
mothers from an economic need point of
view, one finds that fully 2.7 million were the
heads of their families, 2.2 million had hus-
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bands whose incomes were less than $3,000,
and an additional 2.6 million had husbands
whose incomes fell between $3,000 and $5,000.
In 14 of all famlilies where both husband and
wife worked, the husband’s income was less
than $5,000. These are very dreary statistics
when one considers that this is still 81,700
short of the minimum family budget as de-
fined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

In addition, one must also consider that
the income levels of women are exception-
ally low. The average yearly salary of a white
woman is presently around $4,000 and of a
black woman, $3,000. Putting these salary
figures together with the costs of quality
child care programs, one rapidly realizes that
without a public subsidy, quality child care
is within the financial reach of only the most
privileged. A minimal estimate on the cost
of a full day, full year program is around
$2,000 per child and ranges upward to around
$3,800.

Present Federal programs are, however, to-
tally inadequate to meet even a fraction of
the need. There is & myth which has built
up around Washington that there are some
61 programs which support day care. This
is true only If one interprets the law in its
broadest terms, divides one program into
multiple components and conjures up a mi-
rage of poasible uses to be made of programs
created for quite another purpose. In actual
fact, I would say there are two basic programs
which support child care services: Title IV
A of the Social Security Act which author-
izes day care as a supportive service to poor
families receiving Ald to Familles with De-
pendent Children and the second is Head
Start. Both of these programs are geared only
to the very poor. Combined, they served ap-
proximately 249,000 children in 1970. Yet
there are between three and four million
children in this country living in poverty.

A hopeful sign over the last five years has
been an Increasing interest In and compre-
hension of the need for child care on the
part of members of Congress. The last ses-
sion of Congress saw flve major proposals
dealing with the provision of day care and
early childhood development services intro-
duced. Most were still geared exclusively to
the poor. None would have provided ade-
guate resources. None passed.

At least as many proposals have already
been introduced in this new session of Con-
gress and more are yet to come. We, at the
Day Care and Child Development Council
of America, are hopeful that a major plece
of legislation will pass during this session.
We belleve that such legislation will define
the basic structure of a new social institu-
tion and this structure will remain with us.
Therefore, the contents of this piece of legis-
lation become of utmost importance,

I believe there are four major issues which
the consumers of child care must be aware
of and must take stands on. These four is-
sues are: appropriations levels, parent/com-
munity control, priority for service, and
quality of service. Each proposal attempts
to deal with each of these questions. While
there is, perhaps, no one right way of doing
anything, whatever way is chosen must, in
our view, provide very specific outcomes.

To date, no proposal has been introduced
which would provide adequate resources to
meet but a tiny fraction of the need. The
most ambitious proposals call for $2 billion
and $4 billion per year. On the surface, this
might sound like a great deal of money. But
that is only because we contrast it with the
present $400-8500 million being spent. We are
too used to thinking small. Contrast it in-
stead with the 870 odd billion we spend
annually on defense and $2 billlon sounds
like pin money.

Let us look instead at what we can hope
to accomplish with $2 billlon. Assuming a
conservative annual cost of 2,000 per child
per year, we could serve 1,000,000 children
across the country. There are, however, an
estimated 3—4 million children under 5 living
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in poverty. There are an estimated 5 million
children under 5 whose mothers work, The
2.7 million working female heads of families
alone have 3.6 million children. There are
additional millions of school age children
whose mothers work. Is a five, six and seven
year old child mature enough to care for
himself at home while his mother 1s at work?
We would suggest emphatically NO. While
an accurate estimate of necessary resources
will not be available until we know exactly
how many children need what kind of care
and better cost figures are avallable, a better
guess at necessary appropriations levels is
around $30 billion.

Any system which is devised for provid-
ing child care services must insure parents
& decisive role in the planning, operation and
evaluation of programs in which their chil-
dren participate. The parents and the com-
munity should decide what types of programs
they want for their children, what the goals
of these programs shall be and what the
curriculum shall be. In too many programs
we have been told what is best for us, what
we shall have. We would submit that parents
and the community are in the best position
to assess their own needs and make de-
cisions based on that assessment. A delivery
system which is structured from the top ad-
ministrative level down rather than from
the community up will make parent and
community control impossible.

While we are bullding a university avail-
able system, some decisions will have to be
made as to who shall be served first while
services and facilitles are limited. At the
same time, a system which builds an inte-
grated program, raclally, economically and
culturally, must be provided. We would
argue that first priority for publicly sub-
sidized services must go to the poor, defined
realistically, and to single parent families and
children of mothers who must work for
economic reasons. These are the groups
which most desperately need child care.

Finally, we must insist on quality child
care. Too many studies have proven that the
first five years of a child’s life are the most
important in his development. Jerome Brun-
er has shown that over half of a child's
intellectual growth occurs before he is five
years old. Other studies have proven that
very young children need intense individual-
ized care for their emotional, social and in-
tellectual development. We can no longer
allow most of a child’s waking hours to be
wasted in a dismal situation in which he is
physlcally safe, but mentally and emotion-
ally starved. We must inslst on educational,
nutritional, medical and social components
in all of our programs and we must insist
that enough qualified personnel is available
to assure individualized care to each child.

These, then, are the four essential ele-
ments of any bill. When a bill which en-
compasses these elements is Introduced, it is
our hope that everyone in need of child care
and aware of others’ needs will band togeth-
er to support that bill,

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM F, RYAN

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1064
banned discrimination in employment based
on sex.

Yet job equality still remains a myth,

The various forms of discrimination com-
monly practiced against women in employ-
ment have been far too well documented to
need detailing here. I believe it is sufficient
to note that women receive less pay for the
same work and lower annusal salaries than
men; that women have very little cpportu-
nity for promotion; that few women have
been allowed to enter the professions or ex-
ecutive positions. Perhaps one of the most
shocking facts is that the U.S. Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals ruled that a corporation
could refuse to employ a woman because she
had preschool children.

There are more than 26 milllon pre-school
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children in this country, and while there are
over 4 million children under 6 whose mothers
work, there are less than 700,000 licensed day
care center slots in the Natlon. This situation
is intolerable.

The Federal government must play a lead-
ing role in the establishment of community
controlled, day (and night) care centers for
children of families of all social and economic
backgrounds.

Day care must be considerably more than
merely custodial or a babysitting service. In
order to be a remotely adequate program it
must be aimed at the developmental needs
of the children. There has been a tendency to
feel that anyone can take care of small chil-
dren, that the process of providing for the
needs of young children is something that
does not require professional skill or ade-
quate support or backup., The educational,
nutritional and social service elements of
child care programs must be given the most
strenuous emphasis.

We must provide the funds for a fll range
of child care programs and services designed
to promote the intellectual, soclal, emotional
and physical growth of children. We must
provide full-time, part-time, day, night, in-
termittent and other services—all on the
basis of quality and all available as the right
of every family.

Although the government must take the
lead in providing child care services, we must
not ignore the contribution which the pri-
vate sector can and must make. Industry,
business, labor, employee and labor-manage-
ment organizations should contribute to
community programs and provide quality fa-
cilities at or near a place of business in the
context of total community plans. The right
of the famlly to child care can be effectively
exercised only by direction at the community
level where comprehensive services can be
provided, parents can be totally involved and
programs can be consolidated, Integrated and
coordinated.

I am hopeful that this hearing will bring
the goal of universal child care much closer
to reality.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOSEPH P.
ADDABBO

I am pleased to present this statement in
support of more comprehensive child care
and the need for 24 hour child care
facilities in our city. First, permit me to
commend my distinguished colleague who is
conducting these important hearings. Repre-
sentative Bella Abzug has once again shown
her deep concern and insight into the prob-
lems of our city and other large cities across
the nation.

The subject of child care is one which re-
gquires greater public understanding and new
approaches by those in public office at all
levels. We Iin the Congress must recognize
that child care facllities are not just another
series of structures to be financed by public
funds or to be used as a gimmick to force
welfare mothers to find employment. Child
care is not a subject limited to mortar and
bricks nor is it a problem faced only by
welfare reciplents,

One of the problems being dlscussed here
today is the question of child care for the
children of mothers who work at night. This
is an important subject and one which
should be aired and brought to light. The
witnesses who are testifying at these hear-
ings include Federal employees from the
Postal Service and other workers who per-
form services vital to the residents of this
city, such as telephone operators, Their serv-
ices are needed by this city during evening
and early morning hours, yet our child care
services are geared to serve those persons
who work during the day.

The demands of our city for service should
be matched fairly and equitably by our will-
ingness to provide services demanded by
those who receive service. I support efforts to
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provide 24 hour child care services for that
reason and because I believe to turn our
back on those who work at night Is diserim-
Inatory.

I believe we must also provide incentives
for familles to use the method of child care
best suited for their own situation—whether
it be in the home or at a child care center.
In order to help provide that incentive I
have this past week cosponsored legislation
to increase the maximum income tax de~
duction for child care expenses from $600
for one child or 8900 for two or more chil-
dren to 4 more realistic amount of $1000 for
one child or $1500 for two or more children.
It is time to update our tax deductions to
include money spent for human needs such
as child care Instead of only those directly
related to business such 2s entertainment.

There are, of course, many other changes
in our child care programs which must be
made and new, perhaps, experimental pro-
grams tested before we can take pride in our
nation’s child care services. As a Member of
Congress I am anxious to hear suggestions
for new directions in these efforts and as a
member of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee I am ready to vote to provide ade-
quate funds to implement existing programs
and any new legislation enacted into law.

Hearings like these will produce those new
approaches to child care. Then the responsi-
bility lles with your elected officials at local,
state and federal levels to translate those
new approaches into new legislation and to
back those ideas with meaningful programs.

THE CLEAN TEENS—A NEW WAY TO
THINK AND TO LIVE

HON. WILLIAM R. ANDERSON

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, each generation of Americans
searches for the ways and means of im-
proving our standards, our values, and
the quality of life. This has been so since
the days of our pioneering forebearers;
it is true today. Hopefully it will be the
pattern of youth from generation to gen-
eration, I have seen no better examples
of the idealism of today’s youth than by
the work of an organization in Dickson,
Tenn., which is known as and well de-
serves the title of “The Clean Teens of
Tennessee.”

The objective of the Clean Teens is to
join teenagers together to learn more, do
more, and teach more about the environ-
mental protection of society. This orga-
nization may still be small in numbers,
but its concept is broad and visionary,
thanks to its founder, Mr. J. Padgett
EKelly, and to the enthusiasm of its char-
ter members whose names I am inserting
in the Recorp as a matter of historical
achievement. The Clean Teens believe we
must look at our environment from all
aspects of life whether they be moral,
religious, economic, ethical, biological, or
chemical. They believe they must enlist
the support of their parents, business-
men, and community leaders.

The Clean Teens have already been
rewarded for their efforts and I feel as-
sured their successes will beget future
success. I include an article in the Rec-
orp from the Tennessee Conservationist
entitled “The Clean Teens” by Ged Petit,
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The list of charter members and the
article follows:
CHARTER MEMBERS OF THE CLEAN TEENS

Bue Robinson, Jenny Martin, Linda Har-
ris, Debble Lannom, Jeffrey Tipton, John
Buttrey, Johnny Noland, Debbie Webster,
Connie Parker, Debbie Bain, Debbie Gilmer,
Dan Walker, Gary Cathey, Jimmy Christy,
Karen Weaver, Donald Miller, Mickey Tid-
well, Sonny Wilmoth, Camille Weaver,
Donnie Parker, Susan Nestor, and Gay
Baker.

Cindy Gaskins, Donna Taylor, Teddy Hel-
berg, Anita Baggett, Bob Cherry, Larry
Richardson, David Gray, Arlene Cathey,
Debbie Trew, Linda Duke, Paula Carrothers,
Phil Russell, Jim Coleman, Mike Collins,
Belinda Powers, Norman Daniel, Chris
Wright, Linda Fussell, Steve Montgomery,
Jimmy Hill, Doug Fleld, and Martha Ann
Kunzleman.

THE CLEAN TEENS
(By Ged Petit)

A young high school Biology teacher in
Dickson, Tennessee, free enough to get in-
volved in the environmental battle, saw a
need. J. Padgett Kelly, who holds an MSC
in Biology, believes that environmental bl-
ology should be a required subject in all
schools. He did something positive, and in
the fall of 1968 he began weaving environ-
ment, ecology, ecosystems, food webbs, defo-
lation, air pollution, pesticide, indicators,
solid wastes, survival, and a lot of other
new topics into his high school biology lec-
tures. His sophomore blology students were
stimulated by these topics but in time they
felt helpless as they began to realize their
own environment was being made potentially
uninhabitable by leaps, bounds, smokestacks,
drainage ditches, pollution permits, passive-
ness, permissive courts, second best waste
treatment, and many other ways.

By April of 1970 Kelly was in his second
year of teaching:; fellow teachers and stu-
dents in Dickson wanted to do more, so the
clean teens of Tennessee became a reality.
A charter was drawn up. It calls for joining
teenagers together in a statewide organiza-
tion bent on learning more about their to-
tal environment; subsequently involving and
teaching others; learning by experience and
then teaching others by their example as to
how to get it done., The scope of their to-
tal environment involves all phases of life
whether they be moral, religious, economie,
ethical, biological, chemical or other—so it
is the fullest scope of human environment
to which these young adults are addressing
themselves.

Thelr progress as an Infant organization,
numbering approximately 100, was slow.
They kept studying and learning, but they
began writing letters pro and con to various
officials and agencies; they factually stimu-
lated and awakened to varying degrees, par=-
ents, business and communty leaders, as well
as fellow students and mneighbors; they
urged store owners to stock merchandise
packaged In re-usable containers; they took
fleld trips to look at and sample polluted
water; they counted dead fish resulting from
a nearby pollution kill; they invited guest
speakers to help them get the total picture.

A bond issue was passed in Dickson to fi-
nance & needed sewerage treatment plant
and the group wondered if they had really
had some bearing on this declsion. They
achieved some local and statewide newspa-
per coverage; they planned and held their
first annual Applied Environmental Study
weekend at Nathan Bedford Forest State Park
on Kentucky Reservoir, at Eva, Tennessee.
There they discovered some people really did
care; that they cared enough to help them
better equip themselves to both answer, and
pose environmental gquestions.

They recelved help from the National Wild-
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life Federation; the Boy Scouts of America;
The Tennessee Department of Conservation;
The Dickson Sportsmans' Club; many par-
ents and local people and personnel of the
Tennessee Game and Fish Commission. For
three days they talked, learned, experienced,
questioned and lived ecology, economics, en-
vironment and survival. They heard Nathan
Bedford Forrest Park Superintendent Paul
Reltz recount some of the history behind
the environment they were visiting; Dr, Ted
James, & dynamic young ecologist from U.T.
Martin explained some of the delicate checks
and balances existing in our environment;
Mac Prichard, Tennessee Department of
Conservation Naturalist, pictorially explained
the progressive misuse of Tennessee re-
sources; Dr. Raymond Decolibus, Dupont
chemist, taught them about the physical na-
ture and limitations of water; Richard Abels,
Dupont waste treatment engineer, explained
primary, secondary, tertiary and re-use treat-
ment to them. He told them the days of Dilu-
Treatment are on their way out, and that to-
tal re-use and/or 100% treatment must be
made a reality; Harry O'Donnell, director of
the Department of Conservation’s Division of
Information and Tourist Promotion told the
group tourism was now Tennessee’'s single
largest money making industry—that it gen-
erated over 1/6 of the state’s total retail busi-
ness in 1969 and that over 20,000 businesses
and 100,000 Tennesseans were directly in-
volved in the tourist business. Game and
Fish Commission blologists, John R. Conder
and this author led the group on an applied
limnology (fresh water ecology) fleld trip to
the edge of Eentucky Reservoir where the
group took thelr own samples and were
shown factual evidence of some of the pollu-
tion problems there. They were led in early
morning nature appreciation walks along
Nathan Bedford Forrest Park nature trails.

Dr. Hunter Hancock, Chairman of the Biol-
0gy Department at Murray State University,
Murray, Eentucky, a veteran pollution fight-
er, encouraged the group to keep striving,
and advised that it would not be easy to
help change man's attitude toward his own
environment in these days of supposed
plenty. He advised the youth if they contin-
ued their learning ways they would be better
equipped to be our environmental reform
leaders,

On Sunday, in a non-sectarian service in
God's first cathedral-the outdoors, the group
was led In prayer by one of their volunteer
adult leaders, Judge Willlam Fields. The
message—that God did not intend for us
to misuse our natural resources anymore
than he intended for us to misuse our lives,
bodies, and fellowmen—came through quite
clearly.

The Clean Teens of Tennessee are growing
at their own chosen rate. They stayed active
all summer, meeting with warlous groups
such as Four H and Boy Scouts; delivering
their message of concern. They have already
done a lot, but their continued effectiveness
and ability to sustain themselves financially
still bothers them, because at a relatively
early stage in life they are learning that too
few people really care enough to help!

Their membership has voted in a dues sys-
tem and is striving to gain statewide afliliate
members. But, they are continuing to be
selective. Kelly, no doubt, has a new group
of sophomores, but the veteran junior and
senior Clean Teens are still there doing their
level best in everyday life to make this a
truly better state and world to live in.

The Clean Teens of Tennessee, with a little
help, and encouragement from all of us, can
grow as an organization to work for, and
with us, to make our world better. I urge
any of you whether you be principals, teach-
ers, students, garden club members, com-
munity leaders, sportsmen, or just plain
clitizens, to invite these young adults to your
area and. listen to their message. They can
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help all of us become better Americans. If
you don’t believe me, I challenge you to
write and invite them. They can be reached
at. The Clean Teens of Tennessee, P.O. Box
308, Dickson, Tennessee 37056.

A BILL TO PROMOTE FAIR COM-
PETITION BY PROHIBITING UN-
FAIR PRICING PRACTICES

HON. GARNER E. SHRIVER

OF EKANSBAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation to amend
the Clayton Act by adding a new sec-
tion to prohibit sales below cost for the
purpose of destroying competition or
eliminating a competitor.

This bill is identical to those in-
troduced earlier this year by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Select
Committee on Small Business, Congress-
man Joe Evins, and by Senator JOHN
SepargMAN, chairman of the Senate
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
Committee.

Under present law, small businessmen
and local industries are powerless o pro-
tect themselves against predatory pricing
policies of conglomerate companies.
These large companies, which sell
enormous quantities of many different
items, can afford to lower prices below
cost on selected staples, such as milk,
bread and meats, and thereby pressure
small businessmen to do the same or lose
business.

While the individual consumer might
benefit in the short run from this situa-
tion, it should be remembered that if
these small competitors are forced out of
business by these tactics, big concerns
will be free from competition to set fu-
ture prices on these and other items at
whatever level they please.

We have already seen the irrevocable
damage to our diversified free enterprise
system which can result from the steady
march to conglomerates and the use of
unfair pricing policies. There are today,
for example, only about one-tenth as
many independent dairies and independ-
ent bakers in our country as there were
at the end of World War II.

Americans are beginning to awaken to
the drabness which can come with non-
competitive bigness and sameness. We
must provide independent business and
local industries the opportunity to re-
store 8 fresh diversity to our market-
place. To do this, these entrepreneurs do
not need special favors and laws. They
do require, however, fair access to the
market based on the merits of their
products and services.

My bill would go a long way in provid-
ing the protection these businessmen
need. It prohibits the use of prices which
are below cost, as interpreted by the
courts in prior cases, whenever these
lower prices are used with the intent to
destroy competition or eliminate a com-
petitor. It would give small businessmen
themselves the power to initiate civil
court action to halt such pricing policies,
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and if they prove their cases, treble dam-
ages would be paid by the offending
party.

In introducing this bill, it is my intent
to strengthen our antitrust law to pro-
hibit unfair pricing policies, There are
no better policemen to enforce this pro-
hibition than the injured parties, and
this bill gives them the power to do so.

REPRESENTATIVE MURPHY CITES
EXCESSIVE TRANSPORTATION
COSTS BORNE BY SMALL BUSI-
NESS

HON. JOE L. EVINS

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I noted with interest a speech made by
my esteemed colleague, the gentleman
from New York (Mr, MurrHY), before
the U.8. Freight Forwarders Institute, on
April 28 last.

His statement concerns the introduc-
tion of a bill providing for a reduction
in the excessive shipping and related
transportation costs which small busi-
ness is forced to pay for the shipment of
small quantities.

As chairman of the Select Committee
on Small Business, a committee devoted
to the preservation and protection of the
interests of small business, I feel that
Congressman MvurprHY's statement is of
interest to my colleagues and to the
American people, and I place the address
in the Recorp herewith.

The address follows:

REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN JoHN M. MURPHY

I would like to open by remarks with a
prediction that bankruptcies of businesses
this year will produce $2,000,000,000 in ag-
gregate losses.

My own staff studies suggest that the
proven catastrophic trend of 1970 is even
more pernicious in 1971, and, as usual, nearly
all commercial failures are small business
failures,

Over the past fifteen years, more than
200,000 small American businesses have col-
lapsed.

In 1970 alone, almost 11,000 local mer-
chants had to fold up the work and dreams
of a lifetime because they simply could not
compete in an economic world increasingly
dominated by corporate giants, conglom-
erates, and octopodan holding companies,

As in most things, the terrible cost of these
failures is borne by the Amerlcan publie,
the American consumer, In the past 15 years,
the liabilities have soared 4009 from $520
million to $2 billion.

While the financial costs are staggering,
the soclal costs are immeasurable. Who can
gauge the disappointment, the unemploy-
ment, the despair and the misery which re-
sults from shattered enterprises and shat-
tered lives. Suffice it to say our unemploy-
ment insurance, our publlc welfare programs,
our food stamps, and our health care costs
all reflect the toll of small business failures,

With rare, but nevertheless shocking ex-
ceptions, such as the foundering and
floundering Penn Central Railroad, business
fallures are the almost exclusive province of
small enterprises, local manufacturers and
neighborhood retailers. Big business survives
year after year, while small business is an-
nually decimated.

May 18, 1971

I have developed a two-pronged attack on
some fundamental causes of small business|
fallures, and the measures I will outline are
part of my consumer action program of
1971. Because it is the consumer that is my
ultimate concern, for, we must insure that
the goods of America reach him In a reliable
manner at a reasonable and falr cost.

Yesterday I testified before the House gov-
ernment Operations Committee in behalf of
a bill to establish a permanent office of con-
sumer affairs In the Executive Office of the
President, to have overall responsibility for
insuring reliability and fairness for the con-
sumer. This Office Is certainly necessary to-
day in America, but it will be doomed to
fallure as an effective agency if we do not
simultaneously attack the root causes of
small business failures.

Because small business is the backbone
of American business, failures are most
directly underwritten by the public it
serves—the American consumer.

The first aspect of my twofold attack is
the Small Shipment Improvement Act of 1971
which I introduced early this year. Today I
am reintrodueing this measure with 24 co-
sponsors who have stepped forward in sup-
porting this program. They represent a broad
spectrum of the American public, both par-
ties, and all regions of the country. I am
advised that additional members will file
separate but identieal bills,

tion accounts for 20 percent of
all goods and services produced annually, and
the cost of any goods or services in Amer-
ica can be markedly affected by the trans-
portation tack-on. These costs are, of course,
passed along to the furthest point in the eco-
nomie chain—the consumer, and we know
that the smaller the business, the greater
the unit transportation costs.

For example, it costs $15.64 to ship a
single 8100 television set from New York to
Los Angeles. However, up to 500 pounds of
TV's can be shipped between the same termi-
nals for $19.56 per 100 pounds, and quantities
up to 5,000 pounds can be shipped for $11.72
per 100 pounds. As you can clearly see, the
small appliance dealer has to forgo up to
10 percent of his profit margin to match the
big dealer’s retail price. In this light, it is a
marvel that any small business can survive
in America In 1971.

It is abundantly clear that the fallures of
small business are owed in large part—Iif not
in toto—to the excessive shipping and re-
lated transportation costs which the small
business is forced to pay for the shipment of
small quantities of freight.

My bill is aimed at stopping this trend In
business failure by tackling head-on the un-
fair position that small businesses have been
forced to accept in the interstate shipment
of freight. HR. 6242 will restore the small
business to a viable position in the economic
system.

The small shipment improvement act can
be the cutting edge of the effort to make
small business competitive In the Amerlean
marketplace once again.

Big business ships container-load, trailer
load, and rail-car-load lots at substantial
unit savings through volume movements,
while the small businessman is economiecally
straitjacketed from enjoying similar savings
even when consolidating his goods with other
small shipments.

Obviously, small business cannot handle
full-load movements. However, there can
and should be a method whereby he can en-
Joy the fruits of efficiency of consolidated
movements in order to compete in business.
His only hope is the utilization of a middle
man who can combine many small shipments
into large lots.

This is where the small shipment im-
provement act comes into the plcture. This
legislation will permit the freight forward-
er—the traditional agent of the small busi-
nessman and the small shipment customer—
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to negotlate with railroads on a competitive
basis arrangements for equipment utiliza-
tlon and other economic practices as well
as the charges which forwarders pay for
transportation services. This will ultimately
provide for movement of small quantities
of freight at reduced unit costs.

This legislation is not my invention alone.
No indeed. It is the direct result of a study
and recommendation by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and it is supported by
the Departments of Defense, Justice and
Transportation, as well as the Federal Mari-
time Commission. The ICC study was under-
taken at the direction of the House commit-
tee on interstate and foreign commerce last
year, and was aimed at finding a method of
making the freight forwarder industry a via-
ble business on behalf of the small shipper.

Baid the ICC: “We believe the Public will
benefit from this type of legislation through
expander forwarder service and lower rates.”

Lower rates for the shipper, lower prices
for the consumer.

Passage of this legislation can turn the
tide for small business in America. If we can
realign that 20 percent transportation fig-
ure so that the small merchant is less dis-
advantaged than the glant, small business
will be restored to a position of competitive-
ness in the American marketplace.

But passage of this legislation alone will
not be entirely effective If we do not also
attack a second inequity in the small ship-
ment business, l.e. the presence of the so-
called “non-profit” shipping associations.

This Is the mechanism whereby the big
business club bands together to grab still
another advantage over the small business-
man.,

These groups usually move only the most
desirable and profitable shipments, leaving
the undesirable and marginal loads to the
regulated carrlers who cannot refuse them.
These shipping clubs, which operate on an
Invitation only basis, consolidate the lucra-
tive loads and skim the cream off the bottle,
while the regulated industry suffers.

I believe these exclusive little clubs vio-
late the intent of the Congress, and flirt with
a violation of the law, and I am calling for
immediate executive and congressional in-
vestigation of these special arrangements.

I am asking the Departments of Trans-
portation and Justice, and the Interstate
Commerce Commission, to launch an im-
mediate study of “non-profit" shipping as-
sociations from top to bottom, and to seru-
tinize the transportation syndicates that
have grown up outside the purview of the
Interstate Commerce Act. I believe such a
study would reveal that these arrangements
should be dismantled.

The House Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee should also study these
arrangements with a view to writing legis-
lation to prevent their operation to the ad-
vantage of the glants and to the detriment
of the small businessman and the American
consumer.

I would like to see this bucket of worms
tipped over because I know the American
public will come out ahead when the smoke
clears.

ISRAEL'S ANNIVERSARY

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr, Speaker, Friday
was the 23d anniversary of the Republic
of Israel. The new state's independence
was proclaimed on May 14, 1948, the day
that Great Britain gave up its mandate
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over Palestine. The first counfry that
welcomed Israel to the family of nations
by granting it recognition was the United
States.

Almost a quarter of a century has
elapsed since the momentous day that
the people of Palestine threw off the
shackles of colonialism. Thousands of
immigrants, who had suffered persecu-
tion in National Socialist Germany and
Communist Russia, began life anew in
Israel. Many of them brought scientific
skills to add to the talents possessed by
the native population.

The industrious inhabitants of this
tiny state have made the desert blossom
like the rose and have labored mightily
to establish an enduring nation. Un-
fortunately, Israel has been plagued
throughout its existence by wars and
threats of war. Its strategic position at
the crossroads of the Old World make
compulsory military service mandatory
and the expenditure of over a third of
its budget for defense a necessity

Mr. Speaker, I rejoice with the people
of Israel as they observe the anniversary
of their independence, I salute them be-
cause of their material accomplishments,
and I honor them for having provided a
home for the oppressed. I also admire
them because they had the audacity to
thumb their noses at the Bear.

RESOLUTION OF SAN DIEGO
COUNTY FEDERATION OF REPUB-
LICAN WOMEN’S CLUBES

HON. JOHN G. SCHMITZ

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. SCHMITZ. Mr, Speaker, at this
point in the Recorp I would like to
insert a resolution provided me by one
of my constituents. This resolution was
adopted by the San Diego County Fed-
eration of Republican Women’s Clubs
on January 11, 1971.

Recognizing the clear and present dan-
ger which the Communist Party presents
to our Nation acting in its officially rec-
ognized capacity as an agency of the
Soviet Union the San Diego Federation
of Republican Women’s Clubs asks that
the Communist Party of the United
States be outlawed.

The resolution follows.

OUTLAW THE COMMUNIST PARTY IN THE

UNITED STATES

Whereas, the Communist Party is con-
trolled by a foreign power, and its members
are loyal first to that power, and

‘Whereas, no organization whose members
are disloyal to the United States should have
legal status, and under no consideration
should be permifted to run for any public
office, to work In any defense industry, nor
in any school of elementary, secondary or
higher education, and

Whereas, when we are, and have been
fighting Communists in other parts of the
world, we are allowing the dangerous and
unreasonable consent for its existence in the
United States, and

Whereas, to glve our courts greater au-
thority, our couragecus police greater as-
surance, and the traitors in our Country
swift judgment, THEREFORE BE IT
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Resolved That we, the San Diego County
Federation of Republican Women's Clubs,
urge Congress and the Supreme Court of
California and the Unlted States to outlaw
the Communist Party in the United States
now therefore be it further

Resolved that coples of this resolution be
forwarded to the President of the United
BStates, to Vice-President Agnew and to our
two United States Senators.

Adopted by the San Diego County Federa-
tion of Republican Women’s Clubs, Jan-
uary 11, 1971, at their County Board Meet-
ing, Bahia Motor Hotel, San Dlego,
California.

INVESTIGATION NEEDED INTO FAA
HANDLING OF CONTROLLER DIS-
MISSALS

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA

OF HAWAIL
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, more
than a year has passed since the air
traffic controller “sick-out” of 1970, but
the bitierness and personal tragedy it
has engendered are still with us.

Some 57 controllers were fired by the
Federal Aviation Administration: anoth-
er 1,800 were suspended for limited per-
iods of time. Without exception, those
fired were either officials or leaders of
the union involved in the sick-out.

In the 91st Congress, I joined the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
PEPPER) and a number of my other col-
leagues in sponsoring a resolution which
called for a suspension of adverse per-
sonnel actions by the FAA, pending an
investigation by the House Commerce
Committee. No action was taken on this
resolution, perhaps because it was felt
that the 57 individuals fired would have
access to impartial justice in the hearings
and review machinery within FAA. Mr.
Speaker, there is apparently grave doubt
about the “justice” that internal FAA
reviews are affording.

I have obtained the transeript of a
hearing held in connection with the dis-
missal of one controller, Mr. Henry Van
Sant, who worked in the tower at Hono-
lulu International Airport. The tran-
script documents the fact that 22 con-
trollers had been charged with violations
serious enough to warrant dismissal, but
these charges were eventually dropped in
every case except Mr. Van Sant’s. The
controller’s chief explaining why he had
fired Mr. Van Sant, revealed a great deal
about how “just” the firings were:

Q. May I ask why (Van Sant alone was
fired), Mr. O'Hara?

A: Frankly it came from up above shall
we say.

Q: Who was the man above?

A: It goes clear up to the Administrator
of the FAA.

Q: Mr. John Schaefer (sic)?

A: Yes.

At a later point, the chief admits that,
had he not received “guidelines” from
FAA headquarters, he would have sus-

pended Mr. Van Sant for several days,
rather than fire him, as he did to every

other controller who could not supply
adequate medical evidence of illness.
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This hearing record differs markedly
from what Members of Congress has been
led to expect. FAA Administrator Shaffer,
in a letter to me last year, assured me
that:

Each case involving a proposed dismissal
[will] be closely scrutinized and considered
on its individual merits.

Because of this seeming contradiction
between stated policy and actual experi-
ence, and because each of the 57 con-
trollers dismissed deserved a fair hearing
and decision based on the evidence pre-
sented, I am today reintroducing my
earlier resolution. I urge that the investi-
gation called for in the resolution be
begun as quickly as possible, so that the
House of Representatives might exercise
some oversight in what the evidence
seems to indicate has become a less than
objective proceeding.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to include certain relevant parts of
the transcript to which I have referred:

(The Attorney for the dismissed Controller
Van Sant is questioning Mr. O'Hara, the con-
troller chief who actually did the firing.)

Q. Now, you stated that approximately 22
air traffic controllers at your facility received
the same first three charges. All except Mr,
Van Sant had Charge 2 and its Specifications
dropped against them, did they not?

A, Afirmative, yes.

Q. And were you aware that some of the alr
traffic controllers who had this charge and
specification dropped against them did not
report to their place of duty, within 24 hours,
or furnish adequate medical proof of their
{liness?

A. Yes.

Q. But never the less, you dropped this
charge and specification agalnst all of the
controllers at your facllity except Mr. Van
Sant's,

A, Yes, sir.

EXAMINATION
By the hearing officer

Q. May I ask why, Mr. O'Hara.

A. Frankly it came from up above shall we
say.

Sél. Who was the man above?

A. It goes clear up to the Administrator of
the FAA,

Q. Mr. John Schaefer?

A. Yes.

Q. So you don't know the reason why you
were ordered to drop the charge as to the
others?

A. Negative.

Q. Will you explain why Mr. Van Sant was
removed.

A, Because he was termed to be a leader [in
PATCO].

Q. Is that your understanding of the in-
structions from Mr, Schaefer?

A, Certainly was.

Q. Therefore, my und is be-
cause Mr, Van Sant is a leader they are
taking action against him but not on the
other 22,

A. Well, the others—I belleve the number
is eleven—are facing suspensions for the
number of days that they were absent.

Q. How many charges were filed against
the others?

A. Absent without authority.

Q. The first three charges the same as Mr,
Van Sant's?

A, Originally, but later dropped.

Q. The second and third dropped?

A. Affirmative.

Q. Striking against the U.S. Government,
and also failing to comply with lawful order,

A. Correct.
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Q. The others were charged with unlawful
absence?

A, Affirmative,

Q. What were the reasons the other two
[charges] were omitted?

A. Idon't know.

Q. Orders from up above?

A, Yes.

BLUE EARTH COMMISSIONERS
SUPPORT SCS

HON. ANCHER NELSEN

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. NELSEN. Mr, Speaker, the Com-~
missioners in Blue Earth County, Minn.,
have written me to express their great
concern about misleading, biased pub-
licity which they believe is damaging to
the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. They
have noted examples of valuable services
received by Blue Earth County from the
SCS, and they have asked that such serv-
ices be considered in evaluating the work
of the SCS.

Their letter of testimony is signed by
Commissioners Lester A. Anderson, Phil
B. Anderson, Ronald G. Evans, Robert
N. Hodapp, and David W. Stevens and
was notarized by H. G. Stangland, county
auditor, in Mankato, Minn.

I am pleased to bring to the attention
of my colleagues the views of the board,
and I insert their letter at this point
in the RECORD:

Hon. AncHER NELSEN,
Member of Congress,
Rayburn Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. NeErLseN: The County Board of
Commissioners of Blue Earth County are
deeply disturbed by some of the articles we
have read concerning the Soil Conservation
Bervice. One example: The article titled
“Crisls on our Rivers” in the December issue
of the Readers Digest.

It appears to our Board that the articles
are definitely biased, and are not presenting
the true picture of the Soll Conservation
Service Program.

We would like to briefly cite some exam-
ples of their cooperation with our Board in
Blue Earth County.

Pirst: The Soll Conservation Service, in
cooperation with our Board, is accelerating
the Soil Survey program. The entire County
is to be Soil Surveyed by the fall of 1973, on
a cost-share basis. This will include detailed
soil interpretations, Our Board will be able
to use this In our programs of Planning and
Zoning, Flood Plain Zoning, and Equalization
of Land Taxation, already they have given us
information on Soils for Sanitary Land Fill
Sites and made several on site Investigations
for our Planning and Zoning program.

Second: Soil Conservation Service cooper-
ated with guidance, and engineering assist-
ance, in the development of a Multiple
Purpose Lake Level Control Structure in
Blue Earth County. This was a cooperative
venture of the people around the lake, the
State Department of Natural Resources (for-
merly State Conservation Department), the
Agricultural Conservation Program, three
local Sportsmens Clubs, the Southern Min-
nesota Waterfowl Assoclation, the Soll and
‘Water Conservation District, the Minnesota
State Highway Department, and our Board
of Commissioners, All above mentioned orga-
nizatlons contributed dollars or construction
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equipment to the project. This was all done
by mutual agreement. Primary benefits: Lake
Improvement and Flood Control.

Third: They and the Soil and Water Con-
servation District Board of Supervisors have
cooperated in the development and writing
of a “Policy” for our Board to follow in as-
sisting local people with Flood Control
Projects.

Fourth: We are presently cooperating with
the Soill Conservation Service as one County
in a River Basin Study. To date, we have had
fine cooperation with the River Basin Plan-
ning Party.

Above is a sampling of the Soil Conserva-
tion Service Program In Blue Earth County.
Had it not been for the Soll Conservation
Service, our Board would not have had the
above services avallable. We urge you to con-
slder the above comments when evaluating
the Soil Conservation Service.

Yours truly,
BLUE EARTH COUNTY BoARD
oF COMMISSIONERS,

LesTER A. ANDERSON.
P B. ANDERSON.
Rownawnp G. Evans.
Roeert N. HODAPP.
Davip W. STEVENS.

Attest: H. G, Stangland, County Auditor.

J. EDGAR HOOVER REGARDED
HIGHLY

HON. DON FUQUA

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 10, 1971

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, attempting
to preserve public order has never been
nor will it ever be a popular task. It is
for this reason that it is amazing that
criticism of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation has been so limited and this
is a very real tribute to its Director, J.
Edgar Hoover.

I regret the criticism which has been
directed toward Mr. Hoover, but in a
more positive vein I want to express my
personal high regard for a man who has
set a standard of excellence for service.

When he became head of the Justice
Department’s Division of Investigation
in 1924, it was because an agency was in
trouble.

It seems to me to be the finest tribute
that one can pay to that agency today
by stating that its standards have been
the highest.

Eight Presidents have served since Mr.
Hoover began his notable service in 1924,
Each of these were men of strong minds
and convictions.

A Franklin D. Roosevelt or a Harry S
Truman cannot be criticized for being
ignorant of the need for strong men to
serve in the highest positions of responsi-
bility—and only the uninformed would
not consider the Director of the FBI
in that category—and they were two of
the eight leaders of this Nation who made
that decision.

The FBI has achieved a mark of excel-
lence which I submit no other Federal
agency can masch.

The record is clear.

I think it is equally clear that J. Edgar
Hoover has established a mark of dis-
tinguished service which has never been
equaled.
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF
NORWALK MARKS HALF A CEN-
TURY

HON. STEWART B. McKINNEY

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr, Speaker, the
Norwalk League of Women Voters is
celebrating its 50th anniversary this year.
Recently the Norwalk Hour published a
comprehensive look at some of the great
accomplishments this fine group has re-
corded in that time. I would like to share
this account with my colleagues in the
House. It begins with a message from
this year’s President Mrs. Catherine
McNamara.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE

“Pifty Years of a Great Idea"—an idea that
grew out of the women's suffirage movements
continues today as the League of Women
Voters directs its efforts toward citizen in-
volvement in the Issues of our time.

The challenges will be even greater in the
next few years as an increasing population
makes increasing demands for more and bet-
ter housing, for cleaner alr and water and
many other things making more apparent
our need for an efficlent and responsive
government.

Although the League works on all three
levels of government, it 18 & grass roots or-
ganization and the Norwalk League's prob-
lem-solving efforts begin here at home.
Through the years, the League has worked
almost continuously toward a more efficient
government through charter revision. Al-
though in 1970 the electorate finally voted in
a few charter changes after seven abortive
tries, this is only a beginning: Norwalk still
has an outmoded and complicated form of
government.

The League will continue to work toward
more unity in Norwalk through the ellmina-
tion of overlapping services. We also hope
to see a truly unified library system that
Norwalk can be proud of. As long-time sup-
porters of first-rate education, we will con-
tinue to keep ourselves and the community
informed about our schools and will try to
promote better communications between the
school system and the public. As civic watch
dogs we will continue to search for a solution
to our housing problems; we want improve-
ment in our zoning, and we lock to the day
when the Planning and Zoning Commissions
will be combined.

The '70's will see more and more citizens
becoming eligible to vote, as the 18-year old
franchise will probably be extended to in-
clude all elections, on all levels, within the
next couple of years. This will necessitate an
increase In our Voters SBervice to the com-
munity. This non-partisan service ranges
from printed information about candidates
and issues, about how and where to register,
to use the voting machine to faets about our
city government.

Yet as part of the League of Women Voters
of Connecticut and of the United States, the
United States, the Norwalk League, along
with Leagues throughout the state and na-
tion will be working in areas such as tax
reform election laws, environment and wel-
fare, to name just a few issues on our ex-
tensive program.

Because of the nature of our organization,
there still remaln a number of important is-
sues on which the League cannot take a
position. We take stands on legislation only
after study and after consensus is reached
by our members. Sometimes, many of us
wish that the League could have its voice
heard on every issue. But in the final analy-
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sis, the League of Women Voters, by taking
the time to inform itself and reach agree-
ment on selected issues before it speaks out,
can contribute more toward ensuing the
democratic process.

THE BEGINNING

Following ratification of the 19th Amend-
ment (August 26, 1920) granting women
citizens the right to vote, the work of the
National Women’s Suffrage Association
ended. The natural outgrowth of that or-
ganization was the National League of
Women Voters, founded January 21, 1920 “to
increase the effectiveness of women's votes
in furthering better government,” In the
words of Carrie Chapman Catt, founder and
first president.

The League was organized in the state in
1921, and soon after, the Norwalk League
came into existence. Miss Mary Kirby Jen-
nings was the first president; she served
from 1921-1924.

In an interview some years ago, Miss Jen-
nings recalled that in 1921 “there was a need
to educate people for the vote and to be
knowledgeable in a ‘political situation.'”

“In order to cope with this problem,” Miss
Jennings continued, “a group of interested
citizens, both men and women, met at the
Dengler home in South Norwalk to round
up someone who would be responsible.”

As Miss Jennings pointed out, “In most
situations of this sort, responsibility does
fall to the woman.”

“Fortunately,” she added, “a nucleus of
civic-minded wcmen was avallable, women
who had worked together rolling surgical
dressings during the war.” (World War I)

Miss Jennings concluded: “Headgquarters
were established on Wall Street; someone
came from the State headquarters to assist
with the organization, and the League of
Women Voters of Norwalk was underway.”

HicHLIGHTS OF FIVE DECADES

1921—Founding of the League of Women
Voters of Norwalk “to promote political re-
sponsibility through Informed and active
participation of citizens In government,” a
non-partisan organization.

1820’s—Local commitiee on Causes and
Cures for War—Support of League of Na-
tions and World Court—Jury duty for women
supported, bill not passed until 1937, but
League kept issue alive.

1925—General discussion on plight of edu-
cation In the schools.

1927—Supported zoning measure for city
which became law—Favored redistricting of
Taxing Districts to help finance sewage
system.

1930's—Studied a Merit System for gov-
ernment employes—Studied public health
problems and maternal care, including need
for prenatal clinic—Supported work of
Veneral Disease clinic and was instrumental
in having its full appropriation restored by
Board of Estimate.

1931—Disputed placement of Board of
Education under jurisdiction of Board of
Estimate.

1932—Began a study (which continues to-
day) of a revision of the city charter and
the related problem of the Taxing Districts.
Conducted a survey on jury duty,

1933—Studied Taxing Districts again,
with emphasis on “overlapping services"—
Need for a new high school recommended
to city, calling education “most essential of
services.”

1934—Supported the Councll-Manager
charter written in the city's first major
attempt at charter revision (Charter was
defeated).

1937—Held moot trial in Stamford show-
ing importance of women on juries—Jury
duty for women became law—Merit System
went into effect—Series held on legal status
of women,

1938—Brought about city appointment of
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full-time Health Officer—Protested ruling
against married teachers.

1940's—Supported statutory change in the
primaries—Continued study of city charter
(charter proposals written in 1949 were not
acted upon).

1944—First League handbook on local gov=-
ernment “Know Your City” (subsequent edi-
tions published in 1946, 1854, 1956, 1961,
1969 ) —Refresher courses on city government.

Mid 1940's—Protested teachers’ salaries as
“lowest in nine surrounding towns”; recoms-
mended school system “be investigated by
outside source”; pointed out need for new
Jjunior high school construction and lack of
funds provided by clty for school libraries.

1945—Protested conditions at slaughter-
house at Butler street and Harbor avenue;
need for city planning pointed out.

1948—Voters Service committee established
to carry on a voter education program
throughout year; distribution of informa-
tion and candidates meetings—variety of ac-
tivities in support of the United Nations.

1047—Debated state vs. personal income
tax—Intensive study of local social welfare
agencles, focusing on institutions for chron-
ically i1l and infirm; visited private institu-
tions and disclosed substandard conditions;
Naramake Home for Aged subsequently
closed. Recommended a State institution
rather than a private one be created to care
for aged—Started publication of League
Bulletin, now issued monthly.

1949—Workshops on “Enow Your Town"™
(continued till 1954) with local officials ex-
plaining operation of ecity government—
Urged codification of city charter,

1950’'s—Study of Court system and sup-
port for State Court reform (statewide)—
Published “How to Build a School”; worked
steadily for improvement in local education—
Began study on revision of the State consti-
tution; supported particularly ban on dual
office holding, removal of legislators’ salaries
from constitution, annual budget sessions,
and Home Rule (all these came to pass)—
Election laws: support for Direct Primary.

1951—At request of Mayor, helped organize
city-wide United Nations committee for ob-
servance of UN week; continued to do so an-
nually for many years.

19563—County government eliminated—
Study of city charter (sole item on local
program).

19564-56—Work continued on need for re-
vision of the state constitution; Published
column in Norwalk Hour, “The State We're
In.”

1956—As part of National League pro-
gram, sponsored Freedom Forum on Indi-
vidual Liberty for six weeks; slx separate
study groups throughout city—Exhibit on
“Freedom to Read"” in Norwalk libraries—
Bubsequently studied Federal Loyalty-Secu=
rity program and supported less restrictive
measures which later went into effect.

1957—Home Rule Act passed—Called for
revision of the city charter “to improve the
function of local city government”; city ap-
pointed Charter Revision Commission, in-
cluding two League members; League's
charter study intensified and support given
to Council-Manager government; Commis-
slon proposed Council-Manager form In final
draft which never reached referendum (the
Common Council killed It)—Organized
Trick or Treat program for UNICEF, collect-
ing upwards of $3,000 annually for several
years.

1858-60—Support of liberalized trade poli-
cles and foreign economic ald; trade exhibits
held in cooperation with local firms.

1950—Published “Norwalk Schools Today”
with nine other local organizations, all inter-
ested in upgrading education—Circuit Court
system adopted, ending municipal and jus-
tice courts dating back to colonial times and
held at have overlapping jurlsdiction—Award
from State League for local distribution of
its Voters' Scoreboard.
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1960—Survey on city government (B0 per-
cent of people did not know that Norwalk
had Weak Mayor form of government).

1961—League members and community
leaders celebrated 40th birthday of League
with gala supper at Silvermine Tavern. Mayor
proclaimed September 24-30 as League of
Women Voters Week—Opposed Strong-
Mayor-Administrator charter which falled
at polls—Supported establishment of Nor-
walk Community College—Published new
edition of handbook “This Is Norwalk.”

1962—Stressed importance of foreign trade
to economic well-being of Norwalk; ran
newspaper series, magazine article and had
exhibit of imports and exports from the
city—Gave “reluctant support” to “hastily
drawn” new charter revision proposals and
stated this *“qualified support in no way
changes our goal for complete charter revi-
sion in Norwalk,” proposals were defeated at
polls—Backed five amendments to State
Constitution pertaining to election laws—
Opposed “High Rise"” ordinance, as written.

1863—Conducted man-in-the-street inter-
views for mew "“Voter Speaks” newspaper
column in Norwalk Hour, with photographs;
pertinent gquestions on local government
asked.

1964—Spurred voter registration drive by
appearing at meetings of other organizations
wearing suffragette costumes—As part of
local planning study, toured New Haven re-
newal project by bus.

1965—Sought support of Common Council
and Mayor in adopting Code of Ethics for
city officials—Held publie discussion on Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act—In support of state
constitutional revision to be voted in De-
cember, conducted motorcade through city;
new Constitution was adopted by electorate
at polls.

1966—Supported formation of Human Re-
lations Commission in Norwalk—Backed
Connecticut’s *“Clean Water Task Force”
proposals—Following years of study of a
falr system of representation in the General
Assembly, supported reapportionment of
State legislature; one-man, one-vote con-
cept was approved by voters—20,000 copies
of League's Voters Guide, largest number
ever, distributed widely in city; besldes us-
ual information on candidates and issues,
contained new voting precincts resulting
from reapportionment and map—Favored
latest proposed charter changes and ran
series In Norwalk Hour explaining them;
once again, charter revision was turned down
by the voters.

1967—Major League report documented
lack of “equality of opportunity” in local
housing—Toured New Haven to study latest
housing developments there—Study of “Two
Chinas” policy led to national League's rec-
ommendation for easing strained relations.

1968—Sought new directions in park and
playground development; sent questionaires
to local members of state legislature as part
of state study on effectiveness of General As-
sembly—Voters Gulde published in Norwalk
Hour in its entirety which has become an
annual service,

1960—Worked with Norwalk Alliance for
Voters and urged scheduling of extra voter
registration days in fall; a record 300 new
voters were made at Belden avenue Post Office
one Saturady in September—Testified at
Common Council hearing for concept of
Fair Rent Commission, later authorized and
funded—ILatest edition of handbook en-
titled “Norwalk” brought information on
city government up to date.

1970—Two members appointed to latest
Charter Revision Commission; seven pro-
posals made, with League supporting all but
one, for first time, all proposed revisions
passed—Saw need for full-time zoning en-
forcement officer; testified before =zoning
commission, board of estimate, common
council, wrote articles and letters to news-
paper urging this appointment; matter still
pending in 1971—New study made of Nor-
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walk school system—Began study of Nor-
walk library system.

1971—Supported by petition, congressional
representation for Washington, D.C.—Annual
sessions of General Assembly finally voted
in by electorate—Following study of Con-
necticut’s finances, supported state income
tax.

1970-71 OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS

President, Mrs. Willlam B. McNamara;
First Vice President, Mrs. Robert Slote; Sec-
ond Vice President, Mrs. Albert Sokolowski;
Recording Secretary, Mrs. George Schau-
mann; Corresponding Secretary, Mrs. H. B.
Frankel; Treasurer, Mrs. Elliot Levy.

Membership, Mrs. EKenneth BSnelder and
Mrs. Albert Mayer; Finance, Mrs. Isadore
Ryducka; Public Relations, Mrs, Takao
Akiyama and Mrs. Thomas Maloff; Bulletin
Editor, Mrs. Peter DeTroy; Publications, Mrs.
Edpleby; Publications, Mrs. Edward Scovner;
Voters Service, Mrs. Danlel Helmstadter.

National Program; Human Resources, Mrs,
Robert Stelnberg; Environment, Mrs. Dan
Charnas; Congress, Mrs. Douglas Potts,

State Program: Connecticut's Flnances,
Mrs. D. E. Glass; Legislative Director, Mrs.
Gennaro D'Addio.

Local Program: Education, Mrs. Justin
Glickson and Mrs, Bob Smith; Zoning, Mrs,
Michael Bugzzeo; Charter Revision, Mrs,
Frederick Triest and Mrs. Gennaro D’Addlo;
Libraries, Mrs. Frederick Trlest; Calendar
Chairman, Mrs. Joseph Messier,

Nominating: Chairman, Mrs. Philip Siegel;
Committee, Mrs. Norman Sacks and Mrs.
James Roden,

LEAGUE MEMBERS IN GOVERNMENT

Mrs. Alexander (Barbara) Andrews, Hous-
ing Authority; Mrs. Richard (Patsy) Brescia,
Common Council Member-at-Large; Mrs.
Willlam (Janice) Green, Parks and Recrea-
tlon Commission; Mrs. Lewis (Lee) Mintz,
Board of Education; Mrs. Jack (Shirley)
Pollard, Planning Commission; Mrs. Willard
(Judy) Salzer, Human Relations Commis-
slon; Mrs. John Steer, CDAP Housing Sites,
Redevelopment Agency.

Two past-presidents have been candidates
for mayor: Mrs. Helena Hill Weed (1927)
and Mrs. Jennie F, Cave (1951, 1965, 1967
and 1969). A third was director of the
Women'’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of
Labor from 1852-1860, Mrs. Alice K. Leopold.

LWV PrEsmENTS, NORWALK, 1921-T1

1921-24—Miss Mary Kirby Jennings;
1924-26—Mrs. Helena Hill Weed; 1926-32—
Mrs. George Scott Hubbell; 1932-834—Mrs.
Robert Morrison; 1934-36—Mrs. Charles D.
Rogers; 1936-42—Mrs. Willlam Lockwood,
Jr.; 194243—Mrs. Alice K. Leopold.

1043-47—Mrs, Lloyd Cave; 1947-49—Mrs.
Rolf Hurup; 1949—Mrs. Leon Stehr:
1850-68—Mrs. Charles D. Rogers; 1953-556—
Mrs. William Lockwood, Jr.; 1955-57—Mrs,
W. K. Chen; 1957-61—Mrs. Frederick J.
Triest.

1961-63—NMrs, Kenneth L, Curtis; 1963-65—
Mrs. Frederick J. Triest; 1965-67—Mrs.
Willard Salzer; 1967—Mrs. David Hachen:
1967-68—Mrs. Willlam Clayman; 1968-89—
Mrs, Willlam Green; 1969-71—Mrs. William
McNamara.

J. EDGAR HOOVER
HON. ELFORD A. CEDERBERG

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 10, 1971
Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I

would like to use this opportunity to ex-
press my longstanding admiration for
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FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover. I am sure
you will agree that anything we might
say in praise of Mr. Hoover would do
justice neither to his distinguished serv-
ice nor our appreciation of it. Very brief-
ly, I would like to respond to recent at-
tacks on the Director. It is unfortunate
that some see fit to thank 47 years’ serv-
ice with unsupported accusations and
subtle innuendo. Whether this criticism
is sincerely offered or politically moti-
vated is a question I will not speculate
on. However, I should like to remind my
colleagues of two facts familiar to us
all: First, the power located in the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation is author-
ized by the same Constitution which
legitimizes this body, and, second, any
misuse of this power is liable to proce-
dural review. There exist channels for
such review, I should think that any
doubts or suspicions would find their
proper forum in these channels.

For myself, I have no doubt that the
Bureau's long and distinguished record
accurately reflects its Director’s profes-
sional and legal competence. My sincer-
est hope is that we can look forward to
the same dedicated service in the future
as we have experienced in the past. I
thank Mr. Hoover for rewarding our
trust in him and our form of govern-
ment.

OFPINION OF PROPOSED MINIMUM
WAGE LEGISLATURE UPON THE
POOR

HON. SHERMAN P. LLOYD

OF UTAH
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, for 181%
years Mr. Ward C. Holbrook was a mem-
ber and chairman of the Public Welfare
Commission of the State of Utah. Few, if
any, in our State’s history have had the
knowledge and depth or the insight pos-
sessed by Mr. Holbrook in his study and
compassion for the poor, and few have
had his experience in working with pov-
erty families and to assist low-income
families in securing opportunity.

His comments regarding the proposed
Minimum Wage Act as contained in a
letter to Chairman Mriris are therefore
of important significance, and I com-
mend the reading to my colleagues.

Iinclude the letter as follows:

Bounrtrur, UTaR, April 23, 1971.
Hon. Wmsur D. M1LLs
U.S. Representative,
House of Representatives Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DeAR REPRESENTATIVE MILts: I have observed
the announcement concerning your proposal
to Increase the Minimum Wage to £2.00 an
hour. I have great concern about the fact
that top people in government, including the
President, and the members of the Congress,
do not realize that there are inadequate peo-
ple in the world and that there are many
persons whose time and effort is not worth
$1.60 an hour—perhaps not even worth $1.00
an hour even under present conditions.

I served 1814 years in the leadership of the
Public Welfare program in Utah and I am
deeply conscious of the type of people that
we deal with and the things that appear
necessary to assist them with their problems.
I retired from this position April 1, 1971;:
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but, some months earlier I developed, for the
use of our Legislators and other citizens, a
document with the hope that it will be of
value to you in making such vital decisions
as the one you are now advocating.

Recently, there was published information
relating to the fact that the poor in Asia,
South America, and other countries are happy
even though their standards are far below
that of welfare recipients in the TUnited
States. The reason for this mainly is due to
the fact that the poor in other countries are
gainfully employed. Whereas, the poor In
America are without employment; and, con-
sequently, are denied the opportunity of ex-
periencing the satisfaction of seeing the
products of ones own labor. Without dwell-
ing more on the increase of the Minimum
Wage, may I express the hope that you will
find time to examine the attached document
relating to this. Further, may I hazard the
prediction that if the $2.00 Minimum Wage
is made effective, that within 12 months of
the effective date 1,000,000 people in the
United States will be without employment
because of this reason alone; and, they and
their families will be totally dependent upon
public assistance. I believe this matter de-
serves careful examination by the most capa-
ble people in the country; and, I am very
much of the opinion that it will be dis-
covered that millions of people are on public
assistance because of the Minimum Wage
Act of the United States and that their
extreme unhappiness is largely the result of
theilr being denied the opportunity to be pro-
ductive. Further, it must not be overlooked
that efforts made by states in years past,
such as in the past several years in Utah, to
require able bodied people to work, by top
officials in the United States Government,
particularly after the WIN program was in-
augurated but was frowned upon and dis-
couraged before that. I know of nothing more
conducive to the wellbeing of the poor than
providing an opportunity to work in normal
channels even at low wages—perhaps with
government financial supplementation. Next
to this should be the firm requirement that
able bodled people, both men and women,
where home care of children is not involved,
should be required to work at minimum
hourly allowances so that there will always
be incentive to seek more remunerative em-
ployment. I do hope that before pushing
increase of Minimum Wage, the efforts of
past Minimum Wage enactments will be care-
fully studied and that the affects that this
has on the poor who cannot qualify—who by
their own efforts cannot produce $2.00 worth
of service to an employer—will be given con-
sideration along with the things you suggest
in the announcement relative to your intent.

Sincerely yours,
Warp C. HOLBROOK.

WEEK OF MAY 23 TO 29, REALTOR
WEEK IN NEW YORK STATE

HON. HENRY P. SMITH III

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Speaker,
Governor Rockefeller has issued a proc-
lamation naming the week of May 23 to
29, 1971, as Realtor Week in New York
State.

I take this occasion to congratulate
responsible realtors who adhere to their
pledge to uphold the code of ethics of the
National Association of Real Estate
Boards in their dealings in home sales
to the public. To the extent that the
Tonawandas—New York—Board of
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Realtors, and in, fact, all realtors on the
Niagara Frontier have lived up to this
fine code of ethics, I congratulate them
for being leaders in our communities in
helping to solve the problems of home-
ownership and housing.

The text of Governor Rockefeller’s
proclamation follows:

PROCLAMATION

Private real property ownership is an in-
herent right and principal safeguard of this,
a free society, evidenced in New York State
and throughout the nation by the fact that
more than two-thirds of our families own
their homes.

The protection of this right has been ad-
vanced by the Realtors of New York State
by adherence to their pledge to uphold the
code of ethics of the National Association of
Real Estate Boards in their dealings in home
sales to the public.

These Realtors by the very nature of their
occupations deal daily with the community
in general and its homes in particular.

Responsible Realtors have done much by
advocating programs encouraging home
ownership and seeking to assist in the solu-
tion of housing problems in our communi-
ties through the activities of their broad
Make America Better Program.

Now, therefore, I, Nelson A. Rockefeller,
Governor of the State of New York, do hereby
proclaim the week of May 23-29, 1971, as
“Realtor Week” in New York State.

UNITED HOUSING FOUNDATION
BACKS BADILLO PLAN FOR EMER-
GENCY AID TO CITIES

HON. HERMAN BADILLO

OF NEW YORE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. BADILLO, Mr. Speaker, when I
took the floor of the House on March 4
to deliver my first major speech as the
Congressman from New York’s 21st Dis-
trict, I did so with a deep sense of ur-
gency over the fiscal crisis facing our
cities and the failure of both Congress
and the administration to deal with that
crisis in any meaningful way.

In that speech, I made a proposal
aimed at alleviating this crisis while a
long-term approach to the fiscal needs
of State and local governments could be
worked out. My proposal was given leg-
islative form on April 7 when I intro-
duced with bipartisan support from 23
House colleagues, H.R. 7367, the Inter-
governmental Emergency Advance Act
of 1971. I introduced an identical meas-
ure with four additional cosponsors on
May 13.

This bill authorizes a 2-year program
of Federal loans to city and State gov-
ernments totaling $10 billion in each
year and repayable interest-free over a
50-year period. The loans would be al-
located according to the general revenue-
sharing formula proposed by the admin-
istration. It would mean $378.6 million
for New York City in each of the next
2 fiscal years.

Since I first proposed this emergency
measure, encouraging statements have
come from many quarters, including the
Citizens Budget Commission of New
York, the New York Post, the New York
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Daily News, El Diario, El Tiempo, and the
Center for Urban Education.

Most recently, it was described as “the
most practical solution to the immediate
crises which face the major cities of our
Nation,” by Mr. Harold Ostroff, executive
vice president of the United Housing
Foundation. Mr. Ostroff’s comments ap-
pear in the May issue of the Foundation’s
newspaper “The Cooperator,” and I pre-
sent them for inclusion in the REcorbp:

BapiLLo PROPOSES PRACTICAL EMERGENCY AID
FOR CITIES

Over the years the word “crisis” has be-
come the most overused word in the English
language. It has been used so often that it
hardly seems adequate to cope with the
situation now that the real crisis is at hand.
It is much like the story of the boy crying
wolf so often to get attention that, when
the wolf did appear, no one paid attention
to him.

Until now the financial “erisis” of our
city (and others) have been able to be re-
solved with assistance from the State and
by use of the “rainy day fund”. The time has
now come when the city's real crisis is so
acute that it is beyond the capacity of the
State to solve its problems. Relief can only
come from Washington and, from all indica-
tions, relief in one form or another will be
forthcoming when Congress decides how to
best handle this emergency.

Many proposals have been made, which
will eventually assist the beleaguered citles.
Whether the relief will come In the form
of revenue sharing, direct federal payments
for welfare, or increased funds for other
programs like education, housing, transpor-
tation or by other proposals, is yet to be
determined. These are questions which Con-
gress will be debating for a long time.

In the meantime, the services provided by
the cities and states to the people, mostly
to the poor, the aged and the ill, are being
drastically curtailed. The food allowance for
those on welfare has been reduced to 80c a
day; the 1il1 are being turned away from
hospitals; treatment for addicts has been
suspended; school lunch programs for chil-
dren are threatened; colleges may not be able
to accept the next freshman class; thousands
ofbclty and state employees are losing their
jobs.

While Congress seeks a solution to the
real crisis which now exlst, the situation
will get worse.

THE BADILLO PROGRAM

Congressman Herman Badillo (former
Bronx Borough President) clearly recognizes
the urgency of the immediate critical prob-
lems of the cities as well as the need for
long-range Federal assistance to the cities
and states. On March 4, 1971 he proposed
a sound program to deal with the immedi-
ate critical situation, while Congress studies
and debates more long-range solutions.

Speaking in the House of Representatives,
he said:

“My main concern today, Mr. Speaker, is
not so much with the development of a long-
range solution to the fiscal crisis of our
states and cities. I am confident that a sound
approach will be worked out and enacted by
this 92nd Congress. But it seems clear from
the discussion and debate which have already
taken place that this is not likely to take
place this year, and it may well come too
late to be effective before 1973. But our cities
can’'t walt two years and what disturbs me
most today is the apparent lack of urgency
with which we in Congress are approaching
the problem. I know that New York City can-
not wait two years.

In New York, for example, it is clear to
all of us who have been involved in the city
and Its problems that immediate, massive
financial help is a matter of its very survival.
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Private enterprise long ago abandoned the
city’s slums, and it is now adandoning the
city altogether. As business and industry and
the white middle class flee the city for sur-
burban sanctuaries, New York becomes more
and more a ghetto of the poor and the dis-
advantaged—a city almost lacking all ability
to govern itself—to provide the basic services
of urban life.

In the light of this, we cannot afford to deal
with our urban fiscal crisis on a ‘business as
usual’ basls, The lengthy, reasoned debate
over revenue-sharing and its alternatives will
have all the appearance of Nero fiddling while
Rome burned. I say to my colleagues in the
House and the Senate—and I say to the
American people—that if we're going to save
our cities from destruction we must do it
now and we must do it with a massive in-
fusion of money if this natidn's cities are not
to sink irretrievably into filth, decay and
crime.

I think we can provide that help—quickly
and effectively. I propose that Congress au-
thorize a 20 billion dollar federal bond issue
at current market interest rates to finance 10
billion in 50 year interest-free loans to our
states and cities this year and an additional
10 billion dollars next year. I propose that
these loans be apportioned according to the
formula in the administration's general
revenue-sharing plan and with the same
pass-through provision.

Under this self-help, emergency loan pro-
gram New York State would receive one bil-
lion sixty-eight million dollars in the fiseal
year beginning July 1 of this year and the
same amount the following July 1. Because
of the pass-through provision, New York
City would receive a desperately needed three
hundred seventy-eight million, six hundred
and fourteen thousand dollars in fiscal 1873
and a like amount for fiscal 1973. Hopefully,
by the end of that fiscal year, & more perma-
nent method of relieving our cities and states
would be in effect.

New York City, to again use the example
that is most meaningful to me, would be
paying back its seven hundred-sixty million
dollars over 50 years for an average of about
fifteen million, three hundred thousand dol-
lars a year. It would also be my intent that
these loans be considered outside whatever
existing debt limits may apply to state and
local governments.”

It seems to me Congressman Badillo's pro-
posal is the most practical solution to the
immediate crises which face the major citles
of our nation. I hope Mr, Badillo’s proposal
will receive the immediate and urgent con-
sideration of Congress that it deserves.

TROUBLED TIMES ARE NO EXCUSE
FOR AMERICAN CONCENTRATION
CAMPS

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA

OF HAWAII
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1871

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, itis a
harsh irony that in troubled times, when
adherence to the rule of law is more im-
portant than in normal times, govern-
ment is tempted to ignore certain legal
and constitutional rights of American
citizens—in effect, to act illegally.

This point is made effectively in two
recent newspaper editorials.

In the May 7 issue of the Catholic
Review, a respected Maryland weekly,
the editor commented:

The temporary hysteria that accompanied
the U .S. entry into World War II, for example,
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led to the evacuation and detention of some
110,000 west coast Americans of Japanese
ancestry.

A major present-day threat, of course,
comes from the existence of title IT of
the Internal Security Act of 1950, the
Emergency Detention Act, under which
detention camps were actually estab-
lished during the 1950's. In the May 7
Honolulu Star-Bulletin, the Emergency
Detention Act was related fo last week's
antiwar disruptions and mass arrests.

While taking the demonstrators to
task—and rightfully so—for attempting
to disrupt and shut down the Federal
Government, the editorial had a word
of warning about the Government’s re-
action to the demonstrators’ tactics:

Nonetheless, [the demonstrators’] confine-
ment has again spotlighted the hidden threat
of the Emergency Detention Act, . . . The
President may, at his discretion, declare a
state of internal emergency and order the
“detention” of anyone suspected of abetting
or even sympathizing with the group which
brought about the state of emergency.

In the next few weeks, Mr. Speaker,
the House will be asked to address itself
to the question of abolishing the Emer-
gency Detention Act. More than 150
Members of the House have joined me
in sponsoring the repeal measure. In the
course of arriving at a rational decision
on this sometimes emotional issue, all
of my colleagues, I am sure, will find
instructive the previously mentioned
editorials:

No DeTENTION CAMPS

The idea of law and order is perhaps more
important during times of stress than in
ordinary times.

The temporary hysteria that accompanied
the U.S. entry into World War II, for ex-
ample, led to the evacuation and detention
of some 110,000 West Coast Americans of
Japanese ancestry.

The creation of those concentration camps
leaves a torn page In the history books. No-
body, by the way, suggested rounding up all
Americans of Italian or German ancestry dur-
ing World War II. Nobody suggested round-
ing up all Americans of English ancestry
during the War of 1812,

While some Americans of Japanese an-
cestry were held in detention camps, other
Americans of Japanese ancestry were fighting
with remarkable valor as members of the U.S.
armed forces. One of them, Daniel K. Inouye,
is now a United States senator. He delivered
8 Democratic National Convention keynote
address and has been spoken of as a possible
vice presidential candidate. But under the
stresses of World War IT he might have been
held in a detention camp,; instead he fought
with U.S. forces in Italy, losing an arm in
battle.

Another American of Japanese ancestry,
Spark M. Matsunaga, has been a member of
Congress for many years. It is understandable
that he is a leader in the fight to repeal Title
II of the Internal Security Act of 1950, known
as “The Emergency Detention Act.,”

That measure, enacted over the veto of
President Truman, permits the President
under certain circumstances to declare the
existence of an “Internal security emer-
gency.” It authorizes the detention of “each
person as to whom there s reasonable ground
to belleve that such person probably will
engage in, or probably will comspire with
others to engage In, acts of esplonage or
sabotage.”

In 1950 President Truman sald the meas-
ure “would open a Pandora’s box of op-
portunities for officlal condemnation of
organizations and individuals for perfectly
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honest opinions. The basic error of these sec-
tions is that they move in the direction of
suppressing opinion and belief.”

Six detention camps actually were opened
and maintained from 10562 to 1958, when
Congress refused to appropriate money to
continue them.

Americans who drive about the country in
their Datsuns while listening to their Sony
radios are no longer likely to dissolye into
hysterical repression of their fellow citizens
who trace their to Japan. But from
time to time grave fear is expressed by black
citlzens that the detentlon camps may be
used against them.

During hearings last year, the head of the
Justice Department's Internal Security Di-
vision testified that the department favored
repeal of the Emergency Detention Act be-
cause it has been a source of anxiety to many
Americans,

The matter is now before the House Rules
Committee. Congress should act promptly
to eliminate this un-American law.

HippEN THREAT

There is a hint of awesome danger in the
arrests in Washington of antiwar demon-
strators, with some 7,000 being herded like
cattle into an athletic fileld and confined
there on Monday.

These demonstrators have no right to take
law and order or governmental power into
their own hands, of course; nor do they have
the right to disrupt the government of the
capital.

Nonetheless, their confinement has again
spotlighted the hidden threat of the Emer-
gency Detention Act, or Title IT of the In-
ternal Securlty Act of 1950.

The President may, at his discretion, de-
clare a state of internal emergency and order
the “detention” of anyone suspected of abet-
ting or even sympathizing with the group
or idea which brought about the state of
emergency.

An excellent television movie on Channel
4 (ABC) last Sunday evening brought the
true danger of the Emergency Detentlon Act
into frightening focus.

The theme of the film, shot especially for
television, was that American freedoms can
be blatantly abused by any power structure
created to ensure internal security.

That fllm should be mandatory viewing
for every member of Congress. It can show
them how a “state of emergency” can be
prolonged until words such as “democracy”
and “freedom™ have no meaning; and also
show them the urgent need for repealing
the Emergency Detention Act,

The act 18 a threat to the basic principles
of democracy. Any President who would
use It most certainly finds that he had
fathered anarchy—not the heir-apparent of
democracy.

MIDEAST: BLAME AND SOLUTIONS

HON. LESTER L. WOLFF

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr, WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, we in the
Congress are vitally aware of the prob-
lems related to achieving a lasting and
meaningful peace in the Middle East,
and are deeply concerned that a just
settlement be effected without unneces-
sary delay. Yet, such a peace cannot be
built on force and coercion such as Israel
is now experiencing. To pressure Israel
to withdraw to her 1967 boundaries is
to compound a difficult situation rather
than to ease it. Prof. Edward Whiting
Fox, in his letter to the editor of the
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New York Times of May 2, 1971, graphi-
cally describes the alternatives at hand
for the Mideast countries and presents a
strong, clear case for coexistence. I sub-
mit Professor Fox’s fine letter to the
RECORD:

MIDEAST: BLAME AND SOLUTIONS

To the Editor:

Not since Munich has the rhetoric of peace
been used with such brutal cynicism as in
the current campaign to force Israel to with-
draw to her 1967 boundaries. Its authors are
no more Interested in peace than Hitler was
in “liberating” the Sudetenland.

Instead, llke him, they seek an Improved
position for military action. And the pro-
posed peacekeeping force could only serve
the same purpose.

Far from providing Israel with security,
such a presence would dangerously com-
pound her difficulties because its border
patrols—while unable to prevent guerrilia
artillery or rocket attacks—would effectively
prevent any Israell counteractions. With all
her major population centers within easy
range, Israel would be at the mercy of ir-
regular and irresponsible forces dedicated to
her destruction.

There are only two possible solutions to the
Arab-Israeli conflict—the total conquest of
the entire area by one or the other side or co-
existence, Since the Israelis could not, in
their wildest euphoria, imagine conquering
the entire Arab world, their ultimate goal is
coexistence, But the Arabs can, and there-
fore do, dream of the total elimination of
Israel.

These differences are clearly reflected in the
words and deeds of each side. While the
guerrillas boast of driving the Israelis into
the sea and deliberately attack civilians, fre-
quently children, Israell counterattacks are
rigorously restricted to identifiable combat-
ants or property. The character of their policy
is even more clearly manifested in their
occupation of the West Bank, where the
Arabs often compare the present situation
favorably with the previous *“Hashemite
occupation.”

If, however, the Arabs refuse to accept co-
operation and coexistence with Israel and,
with virtually unlimited Russian aid, force
the present crisis to a “final solution,” will
the Israells have to be sacrificed to the cause
of world peace as the Czechs were in 1938?

Before answering that guestion, it would
be well to ask whether such a sacrifice would
accomplish any more now than it did in that
tragic model. Without speculating on how
peaceful the Arab world would be without
the unifying issue of Israel, there is no reason
to suppose that the Russian drive for
hegemony in the Middle East would be elther
slowed or consummated by the destruction of
Israel.

No matter how legitimate the Soviets’
interest in the Suez Canal may be, their
apparent intention of gaining control of the
oil that is Europe's principal source of
energy may be something that Amerlcans as
well as Europeans will want to consider
carefully.

What is needed in the Middle East is not
& blg-power peace force but a blg-power
settlement of the underlying issues. Once
that was accomplished, the problem of local
peace could safely be left to the Israell Army.
Not only is it the only force in the area capa=
ble of maintaining peace, but it is uniquely
committed to that task.

After protecting the lives of Israeli citizens,
the army’'s highest priority is the develop-
ment of viable relations with the Arabs. In
the long run—no matter what the U.8. or
U.8.8.R. may do—Israel will win the toler-
ance of her Arab neighbors or she will not
survive; and anyone who has observed her
occupation of the West Bank would recog-
njil:? that this realization iz the basis of her
poliey.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The unprecedented prosperity she has
fostered there may not make the Arabs love
the Israelis, but it might increase their taste
for peace. The United States should do noth-
ing to lessen the chances for such an
accommodation.

Eowarp WHITING FOX,
Professor of History, Cornell University.
ITEACA, N.Y., April 19, 1971.

ALL-OUT WAR ON CANCER
HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr, DERWINSKI. Mr, Speaker, the
announcement by the President of the
details of the commitment first made in
the state of the Union message for an all-
out effort against cancer was greeted
with enthusiasm throughout the land.

Among the more significant editorial
endorsements was that of the Chicago
Daily News on Thursday, May 13, in
which the President’s proposal was con-
trasted in a completely favorable light
with other plans that would not present
the same proper structure in the efforts
to whip cancer.

The editorial follows:

ALL-OUT WAR ON CANCER

President Nixon's move toward an all-out
battle against cancer deserves universal sup-
port. This dread disease took above 330,000
lives in the United States last year, and it is
on the increase. Projecting the current trend,
Mr, Nixon sald, Indicates that some 52 mil-
lion Americans now living will fall vietim to
cancer unless it 1s conquered.

The program outlined Tuesday fleshes out
the promise contained In the President's
State of the Union speech in January. In the
meantime, ways and means of mounting the
attack have been considered. The
tion and funding of such a high-priority
project could be vital to its success,

Also in the meantime, politles and bu-
reaucracy have unfortunately crept in. Sen.
Edward M. Eennedy (D-Mass.) introduced a
bill early in the sesslon that would remove
cancer research from the National Institutes
of Health, a subdivision of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and set up
an entirely independent agency.

The President’s proposal is to retaln cancer
research in the general setting of HEW and
NIH where it has been conducted and co-
ordinated for years, but give it a new dimen-
slon. The leadership of the expanded agency
would report directly to the President. It
would have an independent budget and a
presidential guarantee that it would not lack
for any funds that can be usefully applied.

The Nixon plan seems designed to ensure
that the cancer program will not be
smothered in the bureaucracy, yet will re-
main in a position to benefit from the cross-
fertilization of ideas generated in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. This is a sensible
approach. But the hope now must be that
the goal is not lost to sight in a scramble to
clalm political credit for leading the attack.
Winning this battle is too important to
allow either red tape or politics to interfere.

Mr. Nixon took care to avoid ralsing hopes
too high. While he compared the cancer proj-
ect In magnitude with the U.S, project to
reach the moon, he warned that “we must
put on the armor of patience.” What seem to
be significant gains in understanding the
nature of cancer have been made in recent
years, but the complexity of finding a cure or
cures cannot be underestimated.
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Money alone is not the answer, which
might eventually come from a single sclen-
tist's brilllant insight rather than from a
glant laboratory. But no avenue can be over-
looked, and the new emphasis on channeling
every possible effort into a co-ordinated at-
tack is very good news indeed.

PAYS $20 PER TON FOR USED GLASS

HON. THOMAS L. ASHLEY

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, the deep
concern of many citizens for today’s en-
vironmental problems has in part fo-
cused on glass container reclamation
and recycling and the emergence of the
glass collection programs undertaken by
the glass industry.

Owens-Illinois, the preeminent U.S.
manfuacturer of glass and other con-
tainers, has been a leader in planning,
organizing, and executing glass collec-
tion programs. Today, all Owens-Illinois
plants and about 75 other facilities op-
erated by members of the Glass Con-
tainer Manufacturers Institute, are
engaged in regular glass reclamation pro-
grams. All members pay $20 per ton to
community and nonprofit groups for
clean, cap free, color sorted glass deliv-
ered to the plant.

This program has encouraged individ-
uals and groups to sponsor glass redemp-
tion programs and thus help dramatize
the need to recover and reuse limited re-
sources. These programs offer tangible
help to the community in its effort to
eliminate litter, to reduce the increasing
burden on waste disposal facilities, and
to preserve limited resources through
recycling.

In recent months Owens-Illinois has
issued a pamphlet outlining the specific
steps and components involved in plan-
ning, organizing, and carrying out suc-
cessful glass collection programs. Be-
cause of the tremendous public interest
in programs to preserve the environ-
ment, I am submitting the contents of
this pamphlet, copies of which can be
obtained from Owens-Illinois, Toledo,
Ohio 43601, for inclusion in the Recorp:

ORGANIZING FOR ACTION

Collecting glass bottles for recycling in-
volves good planning and coordination,

Your first task consists of organizing a
committee of dependable people. This com-
mittee should mirror the various segments
of the community. Committee responsibili-
ties include:

RESPONSIBILITY

General Chairman: Overall coordination
including contact with glass company.
Subcommittees

Communications: Public appearances,
publicity, promotion, advertising signs, ete.

Community Relations: Contact govern-
ment officials, service groups, ete.

Labor Committee: Recruit help needed to
operate collection station.

Physical Arrangements: Secure collection
site(s); obtaln storage containers for bottles
and empty cartons; safety glasses, gloves,
brooms and such.

Finance: Keep records of costs, issue dis-
bursements and receipts.

Transportation: Make arrangements for
hauling glass to glass container plant.
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Among the initial duties of the committee
be to decide the following:
. Cooperating glass container plant.
. Frequency of collections.
. Dates and hours of collections.
. Location and number of collection sites.
. Geographic area of collection.
. Incentives for glass donors.
. Organizations to involve
churches, youth groups, etc.).
8. Method of receiving and transporting
glass.

(schools,

FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION

It is advisable to conduct a one or two-day
collection to gain experience in all phases of
organizing and planning before you commit
your community to a continuing or perma-
nent program. The size of your community
and local interest in recycling are among
factors to be considered.

SELECTING A SITE

Look for a location which is central, has
adequate drive-in and parking facllities, and
space for storage contalners. A shopping cen-
ter or school parking lot is adequate for one-
time collections. Vacant buildings such as
warehouses, small industrial plants, and
large service stations provide needed shelter
for continuing collections.

Local government officials (especially the
public works department manager), the
Chamber of Commerce, and commerclal real-
tors can render invaluable assistance.

COMMUNICATIONS

Communications are critical. You will need
the support and active cooperation of many
segments of the community. Most of all, you
will need to inform everyone about your glass
collection program.

All of your advertising, publicity and
promotion should specify these three require-
ments for incoming glass containers to be
recycled: Glass bottles must be 1) empty
and clean, 2) free of caps and other metal
or plastic, and 3) separated by color,

PUBLIC OFFICIALS

Before you put your plan into action, it will
help to personally inform leading public
officlals to enlist their support You or your
committee should call on elty, townshlp, or
county officlals, especially those who have the
responsibility of collecting and disposing of
your community’s refuse.

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

Youth, church, environmental, and service
groups are very important to the success of
your collection. They can provide manpower
and can mobilize the community by neigh-
borhood and section. They include Boy and
Girl Scouts; 4-H; F.F.A.; Chambers of Com-
merce; Kiwanis; Lion’s Club; environmental
groups; PTA; ete. If you involve these groups
early in your planning, you will greatly in-
crease the effectiveness of your efforts.

GENERAL PUBLIC

As soon as community leaders and organi-
zations have been notified, tell the public
about your collection. Since 1t takes the
average family a few weeks to accumulate
discarded contalners (glass makes up only
six per cent of municipal solld waste), you
should publicize the collection four weeks in
advance.

The most efficient way to inform the public
uniformly about your plan is through pub-
licity and advertising in the mass com-
munication media (radio, television, news-
papers, outdoor signs). You will find that
all media are anxious to help. Other methods
include bulletins (school, church, neighbor-
hood); posters, public address announce-
ments at meetings and social functions, ete.

PUBLICITY

If you cannot find someone smong your
committee members who has a journalistic
background, call or visit newspaper editors
and news directors of radio and television
stations to inform them about:
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What the program is all about;

Who is sponsoring it;

Who is cooperating with you;

Why the project is important to the
community;

How you plan to operate the collection
(how many people, how often, ete.), and

Where the collection will be made.

Keep these editors and news directors in-
formed about all aspects of your program
before, during and after your collection.

ADVERTISING

If mass media fail to give you space and
time, it may be necessary to advertise. Cost
of space and time vary with the size of the
audience.

All media will help you to prepare ads and
schedule them at the most appropriate time.
All ads should include time, place, and date
of collections, as well as speclal requirements
for glass cleanliness and color separation.

COLLECTION SITE SIGNS

Make it easy for people to find your col-
lection site by use of attractive signs and
posters. Use large, dominant signs with
maximum visibility to attract people to your
site, smaller signs to identify sections within
the site (Clear Glass, Brown Glass, Green
Glass containers; Cashier, if you have one;
Refuse Container, etc.).

“Communication is vital. Use every form—
personal contact, publicity, advertising, bul-
letins, signs and posters to be certain that
everyone in the community knows about
your program.

HOW TO MOTIVATE THE PUBLIC

Cltizens who collect glass contalners for
recycling do so for varied reasons . . . com-
munity pride, concern for the environment,
charity, and for money or other material
reward. You may wish to limit your appeal to
community pride or help for the environ-
ment. Proceeds from redeemed glass can be
directed to a specific fund or be used to
defray your program's operating expenses
or both. Or, you may choose to pay donors
for their clean, empty glass bottles. If you
elect to pay for incoming glass, you will have
to pay on the basis of weight (requiring a
scale) or quantity (counting is a tedious
task).

Glass container plants listed in the G.C.M.I.
booklet will pay community and non-profit
groups one cent per pound or 20 per ton for
clean, used glass containers. The redemption
rate may vary if you deliver glass to a non-
plant glass collection station.

GLASS COLLECTION OPERATION

All glass containers for beverages, foods,
drugs, etc., can be recycled. However, return=
able bottles occasionally show up in glass
collections. These are worth much more
than no-return bottles and should be re-
turned to supermarkets, beverage carry-outs
or other retail outlets to recover valuable
deposits.

What to expect: Glass will be brought in
paper sacks, corrugated cartons, plastic bags,
baskets or large metal or fiber drums. Your
volunteers must be prepared to help unload
these containers.

Inspection of glass: All incoming glass
must be inspected to insure that it is clean,
separated by color, and free of caps and lids.
Only glass that meets these requirements can
be recycled.

Storage of glass: One or two-day collec~
tions—If you anticipate 20 or more tons,
incoming glass can be accumulated in large
20 to 20-yard refuse containers, which may
be secured from private refuse haulers. Look
up sources of this specialized equipment in
the yellow pages of your telephone directory
under “Garbage Collection or Waste Disposal
Service—Industrial” Some municipalities
may provide containers and transportation.
On smaller drives (under 20 tons) you may
elect to store the glass in smaller containers,
such as drums, cartons, ete.
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If it is necessary to reduce glass in volume,
manual crushing is simplest.

Continuing Collections—Large, 20 to 30-
yard refuse containers (about 18’ x 7' x §')
are recommended. They are available from
refuse firms. Dump trucks may also be used
for storing and shipping glass.

Paper: When incoming glass is transferred
to large containers, there will be a sizable
amount of paper sacks and corrugated car-
tons to dispose of. Be sure to provide large
containers for this purpose.

Shipping the glass: Private refuse haulers
are equipped to transport the glass you store
in large refuse containers. If you use small
containers, consult a local truc firm
(see the phone book yellow pages), Local
organizations occasionally donate trucks and
manpower for worthy causes such as re-
cycling. You may wish to canvass such firms
which operate trucks. Special permits are
ususally required to transport glass.

Bafety—Sensible safety precautions are
a must in any glass collection program. Glass
handlers should use gloves, safety glasses
and appropriate clothing.

Insurance—You may wish to obtain low
cost, short-term insurance coverage to pro-
tect against law suits for personal injury or
property damage, if the property owner does
not have adequate coverage.

CHECKLIST FOR ORGANIZATION OF A GLASS

COLLECTION PROGRAM
. Organize committee.
Contact nearest glass contalner plant
for cooperation,
Decide on frequency of collection.
. Decide on location and number of sites.
. Set dates and times of collection.
. Decide on incentives.
. Get approvals from Police & Fire Depts.
Get support of local and state govern-
ment officlals.
; Otl:}tam help from service organizations,
ete.
. Organize publicity, promotion, adver-
tising,
. Obtain containers to hold glass,
. Arrange transportation,
. Arrange for weighing of outgoing
truckloads.
. Alert glass plant personnel about in-
coming shipments.
—15. Report results of collectlon,
OWI‘NE-II-I-INOIS:
Toledo, Ohio
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SUPPORT FOR AMENDMENT TO ADD
$8 MILLION TO VETERANS’' AD-
MINISTRATION BUDGET FOR HOS-
PITAL STAFFING IN FISCAL 1971

HON. DON EDWARDS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971
Mr. ED.JARDS of California. Mr.

Speaker, the chairman of the House
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, Congress-
man OLIN E. TEAGUE, appointed me to
be chairman of a special subcommittee
to investigate the San Fernando VA
hospital earthquake disaster which took
the lives of 46 patients and employees.
Naturaly we are most anxious to
see that the San Fernando hospital
is promptly replaced. We have been
assured by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion that it will be replaced but as
yet we do not know when or where
although the disastrous earthquake took
place over 3 months ago. Mr. Speaker, it
is incredible to me that while promising
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to replace the San Fernando hospital
that the administration is using the back-
door method to close up more VA hospital
beds than we lost by the destruction at
San Fernando—they are trying to close
up almost 500 beds in California alone,
Mr, Speaker, I ask my colleagues to sup-
port the proposed amendment to add $8
million to VA medical care for the re-
maining months left in fiscal 1971. Mr.
Speaker, the Office of Management and
Budget has also made the VA medical
program absorb over $32 million in salury
inecreases during 1971. This amendment
now before us will, to some degree, cor-
rect the high-handed tactics of the Office
of Management and Budget in making
VA absorb salary increases voted by Con-
gress and prevented VA from recruiting
much needed medical personne: who are
recruitable.

Mr, Speaker, I want the record to
clearly indicate that the additicn of fund,
which this amendment provides is for
hospital staffing. It should not be used
for any other purpose than staffing our
VA hospitals and I want the record clear
in that regard.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the
pending amendment.

THE WORDS OF LT. JOHN STULETT

HON. DONALD W. RIEGLE, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
share with my colleagues the following
poem which speaks for itself:

VIETNAM

(Dick Nixon, I am Lt. John Stulett, U.S.
Army, 1st Cav. Div., An Khe, South Viet
Nam—written Feb. 15, 1871)

The bullet rivets an eyeball and the eyes stay
blind, don’t they, Dick?

Hands and eyeballs still iy off in all direc-
tions forever from the unmercy of
Viet Nam.

While interpreter Suan Hue translated the
long Viet Nam secrets, he held us like
a good father holds his wildest sons
with good stories—the hand blood gur-
gles now, but his fingers keep twitch-
ing to touch something, anything,
nothing and that one severed hand
dies in elephant grass at the front door
to America’s consclence. What does it
mean?

We could suffer for your eyes too, Dick. But
would you trade them for dead eyes
in a second? You ask us over here to
do it for you over there for nothing.
What does it mean?

We'll end the war with honor, you say, Dick?

Dying while we stand in line to leave is just
like dying for no reason at all.

How much longer? Every life’s worth more
than the death of the second it takes
to die! What does it mean?

We have nothing new to tell you, Dick?

What new way is there to save lives but to
stop the killing?

A soldier dies in the puddle as I write this
line, a hiding child convulses as you
read it. The Killing is our wound-up
clock!! tick tick, tick tick, trickling
away blood, beautiful arms, my drunk
buddies and beautiful slant eyes.

What does it mean? Stop and give you time,
Dick?

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

If bullets catch up with that time we give,
we've murdered lives that dile in the
time. We can't let go of the bullets
until they fall short!

Go after death-seekers and men who blow
out eyes by being slow!

On this wet hot rainy afternoon, slant eyes
melt on elephant grass and a wrinkled
man scratches his back up and down
on a shrivelled hut—he doesn’'t have
any arms left. What does it mean?

I'm afraid I know.

(John Stulett died April 12, 1871.)

OLD FORT ADAMS PLAYED IM-
PORTANT HISTORICAL ROLE

HON. CHARLES H. GRIFFIN

OF MISSISSIPPI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, Speaker, an excel-
lent article by Mr. Gordon Cotton ap-
peared in the Vicksburg Sunday Post on
April 25, 1971 describing the inferesting
history of Fort Adams in the early growth
of the Lower Mississippi Valley and the
State of Mississippi.

Fort Adams is located in Wilkinson
County on the Mississippi River in the
district which I have the honor to repre-
sent. It is the site of one of the earliest
settlements in the area, some 300 years

ago.

Although Fort Adams is no longer an
important river port, the fine people who
live there are proud of the history of their
community. The article follows:

OLp FoRT ADAMS PLAYED IMPORTANT
HisTORICAL ROLE

(By Gordon Cotton)

A lone French priest was traveling up the
Mississippl almost 300 years ago when he
stopped at a rocky cliff which jutted to the
water's edge.

Beaching his canoe, he climbed to the top
of the towering cliffs. There Father Anthony
Davion recited the first Mass known to have
been sald in the present state of Mississippl.

Today there is little to indicate that Fort
Adams, Mississippi in Wilkinson County was
once an important outpost for several
nations.

The area may not even be familiar to most
people. But the name of one unfortunate
man who once lived there has been remem-
bered by generations of Americans: Fort
Adams was the home of Philip Nolan, whose
life was wrecked when Edward Everett Hale
accidentally dubbed him *“The Man Without
A Country" in a book of fiction which had
part of its setting at Fort Adams,

Fort Adams has gone by a varlety of
names—Davion’s Rock, Fort Prudhomme,
Fort Assumption, Loftus Helghts, Fort Ferdi-
nand, Fort Pickering, and finally Fort Adams.

French explorers mentioned the towering
cliffs in their journals of the Chickasaw War
in 1739, and the height of the area made it
important for military reasons for the Euro-
pean nations which swapped control of it
up until the United States took possession in
1798.

The French bullt the first fort there,
Prudhomme, naming it after a Canadian
hunter who accompanied LaSalle down the
river. Then Blenville, on his last expedition,
changed the name to Fort Assumption,

In 1764, following the transfer of the area
from the French to the British, Major Loftus
with 350 men headed up the Mississippi, leav-
ing New Orleans on February 27. The treaty
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between the two nations called for free navi-
gation of the mighty river, and Loftus
planned to stress that portion of the treaty
for the benefit of Spanish and Indian
onlookers.

The French governor of the territory had
advised the Indians to be cordial, and he
placed his interpreter at the disposal of the
British major.

Almost immediately Loftus lost about 50
men who deserted. Then when a French slave
took refuge on his barge, he was protected
because the major considered the barge to
be British soil. At this point the interpreter
left, and the British had to proceed into
Indian territory alone.

As Loftus’ flotilla approached Davion's
Rock, Indians, probably Tuniecas, fired from
ambush, killing a half dozen Englishmen and
wounding at least that many more.

The flotilla fell back, and Loftus felt that
the French had purposefully aroused the In-
dians against them.

Whether or not the area saw actlon other
than James Willing's rald down the Missis-
sippl during the Revolution isn't known. But
as soon as the Treaty of Paris was signed, the
Spanish were in complete control of the area.

In 1796 Gov. Manuel Gayoso erected Fort
Ferdinand on the rocky cliffs, and on May 31,
1795 he wrote to his wife that the day before
he had “hoisted the King's flag and saluted
it in the most brilllant manner from the
flotilla and from the battery. It being St.
Ferdinand’s day (the name of my Prince),
I gave the post that name. It was a pleasant
day, and withal my birthday, and nothing
was wanting to complete my happiness but
your presence. The chiefs are to visit me
tomorrow, and then I shall count the days,
the hours and the moments until I can be
with you.”

With the transfer of the lands to the
Americans in the late 1700s, Capt. Issac
Gulon was ordered to take possession of the
area for the United States, and when he
arrived at the fort he found that Capt.
Bellechasse, the Spanish commander, had
partially destroyed it contrary to orders from
Gov. Gayoso. Complete transfer from Span-
ish to American authorities was made on
March 30, 1798,

Capt. Guion, under the command of Gen,
James Wilkinson, put his men to work re-
building the fort and named it Pickering.
All persons passing up or down the river
were required to report at the fort where
they were to register as to their dates of
arrival, departure, where they were from,
where they were going, how they were travel-
ing and for whom they were traveling.

Guion wrote in his journals that the
Chickasaws arrived to see him on Aug. 10,
1798, and that all were “disorderly, turbu-
lent and troublesome.” He blamed the dis-
cord on Spanish intrigue, though he admitted
that on the surface the Spanish had been
cooperative, courteous and friendly.

Once the fort was completed, Gen. Wilkin-
son transferred all troops there from Walnut
Hills and Natchez. He then renamed the place
Fort Adams after President John Adams.

Because of its location on the Mississippl
and between the boundaries of the Missis-
sippl Territory and Spanish West Florida,
Fort Adams hosted many important persons
during its early service. It was here in 1801
that Gen. Wilkinson negotiated a treaty with
the Choctaws for use of the Natchez Trace
through their lands.

And it was at Fort Adams that Gov. W.C.C.
Claiborne was given a resounding farewell
when he left the territory to assume his
duties as governor of Louislana in 1803.

Of the many troops who served at Fort
Adams, at least one has become famous in
American history: Capt. Merriwether Lewls,
President Jefferson’s secretary who explored
the West with Clarke. After leaving Fort
Adams and traveling up the Trace to Ten-
nessee, Lewls became despondent and 1is
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believed to have committed
Tennessee.

There were evidently some amusing times
at Fort Adams, too. In 1798, soon after the
American take-over, Gen. Wilkinson, Col.
Hamtrameck, Major Butler, Capt. Guion and
some other officers “became rather merry over
their punch one night,” and Gen. Wilkinson,
by some accident, got his queue singed off
(gueues, a single pigtail, was a popular hair
style for men of that era).

The following day the General issued
orders forbidding any officer to appear on
parade with a queue, Major Butler refused
to obey and was placed under arrest. Butler
soon became {11, and Dr. Carmichael, the sur-
geon, informed him that he could not live.
Butler took the news calmly, made his will
and gave directions for his burial, which he
knew would be attended by the entire
command.

“Bore a hole,” he wrote, “through the bot-
tom of my coffin, right under my head, and
let my queue hang through it, that the
damned old rascal may see that, even when
dead, I refuse his orders.”

Butler's wishes were carried out.

Following the transfer of West Florida to
the United States in 1810, Fort Adams became
less Important. Finally the structure was
abandoned, and with the construction of the
rallroads and the decline of steamboat travel,
the town was almost abandoned.

Today only & handful of people live In the
sleepy little village near the Mississippi-
Louisiana boundary and many of the homes,
time-worn and shuttered, are vacant.

But on Sunday, at the little white church
near “Roche a Davion,” a tradition started
by a ploneer priest in the late 1600 continues
as the people of Fort Adams meet for Mass.

suicide in

NATIONAL DAY CARE PROGRAM
INTRODUCED

HON. SHIRLEY CHISHOLM

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, May 17, 1971

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I have,
in conjunction with Representative Ber-
LA ABZUG, introduced a new National Day
Care and Child Development bill which
introduces several important amend-
ments to the House bill, HR. 6748. I
have already presented my statement be-
fore the Select Subcommittee on Educa-
tion of the House Education and Labor
Committee today, but I am putting the
statement in the REecorp so that other
Members interested in this problem may
use it for reference purposes.

I am also introducing into the ReEcorp
today a report referred to in my testi-
mony which was prepared for me by
three black interns from the Graduate
School of Social Work of New York
University—Frederick Cantlo, Berna-
dette Gittens, and Joya Gaddy.

The items follow:

TESTIMONY OF REPRESENTATIVE
SHIRLEY CHISHOLM

I am here today both as a member of this
subcommittee and as an advocate for a mas-
sive National Day Care Program. H.R. 6748
introduced by the Chairman and other Mem-
bers of this Committee is a good bill but
there are some sections which I feel must
be reworded and amended. Because of my
years of experlence as a day care teacher,
director and consultant and because of my
deep concern over certaln sections of H.R.
6748, I am today introducing my own day

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

care bill in conjunction with Representative
BeLLA ABzUG of New York. We have used the
language of H.R. 6748 as our base but we
have introduced several amendments which
we think are essential.

First and foremost, we must talk about
money. The impact and effectiveness of any
day care bill is directly related to its
appropriations.

H.R. 6748 has no price tag and only pro-
vides that “such sums as may be necessary”
shall be appropriated. On the Senate side, the
other major day care bill of this session,
B. 15612 introduced by Senator Mondale and
co-sponsored by 82 other senators, provides
only: $2 billlon for FY 73; $#4 billion for
FY T74; and 87 billion for FY T5.

You may wonder why I use the word
“only”. Well, serlously speaking, these mon-
ies are just not going to be sufficlent for the
exlsting need. #2 billion will not even cover
the 1,262,400 children under 5 on welfare
who will need day care if we pass the Family
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Assistance Plan. (Statistic from the 1969
study, U.S. Social and Rehabilitation Service,
National Center Soclal Statistics.)

A conservative estimate for child care serv-
ices is $1,600 (the administration figure). Es-
timates used by the AFL-CIO and the
National Day Care and Child Development
Couneil run about $2,000 per child per year.
If we multiply $1,600 by the number of chil-
dren under 5 on AFDC, we get $2,019,840,000.
That is just to provide the necessary day
care services to help indigent mothers get
off welfare!

Obviously the appropriations proposed by
the Mondale Bill 8. 1512 are only a modest
conservative start In the direction of uni-
versal day care.

But the aim of the Family Assistance Plan
and of the Senate and House day care bills
is not just to provide for those on welfare
but also for the average working parent and
especlally the working poor.

May I refer you to the following chart.

DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES BY INCOME IN 1947, 1960, AND 1368 (IN 1968 DOLLARS)

Negro and other races

1947

1960

3,77
100

Number.......
Percent....

1 Not applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Com merce, Bureau of the Census.

According to these 1968 figures—34% of
all white familles and 62% of all black and
other minority families earn under $6,989.
Now these figures are for families. When you
talk about single parent households most of
which are headed by women, the statistics
get really grim.

Women are the heads of households in
119 of all U.8, families. Among black fami-
lies 28% are headed by women; the average
income for working women in 1969 is $3,001.
Black women who are employed mainly as
domestics and in low-paying service jobs earn
only $1,991, They cannot support their fami-
lles at that wage so many of them end up on
welfare. Of the 2,500,000 familles now on
welfare, 469 are black (figures from the
Ways and Means Committee). Black families
and black women especially are being
crushed by this economic vice.

You have all received mail from constitu-
ents with angry references to those “lazy
bums on the welfare role”. Well, unless we
have a massive appropriation for day care,
the Family Assistance Plan is going to fall
flat on its face.

As Elizabeth Eoontz, Director of the Wom-
en's Bureau, testified before this committee
last year: The lack of child care services has
been the most serlous single barrier to the
success of the Work Incentive Program
(WIN). Care in centers for eligible children
is rare and most mothers in the program
have been forced to make their own arrange-
ments., These have proved to be haphazard
and subject to frequent changes, interrup-
flons and breakdowns.

I hope the above has put the proposed ap-
propriations in the Mondale Bill into
perspective.

There are 32 milllon working women in the
United States who have over 5 million chil-
dren under the age of 5. Because of the day
care shortage only 2% of these women use
group day care facilities. The rest face a
nightmare hodge-podge of arrangements

with elderly relatives, a rapid turnover of
sitters and bleak custodial parking lots eu-
pPhemistically called family care centers.

If we made day care avallable only to the
five million children under 5 whose mothers
are already in the labor force, it will cost 88
billlon (using the conservative estimate of
81600 per child, per year).

The alm of the day care bills and the
family assistance plan is more than that. We
are trying to help families, especially our
mothers, feel confident that their children
are safe, well cared for and are in a stimulat-
ing educational environment while they are
at work.

Poor, working poor, lower-middle class,
middle class . . . they are all in the same
boat. These women are, like their husbands,
breadwinners. In nearly one third of our
families where both parents work, the hus-
band’'s income is less than $5,000.

Representative Abzug and I have proposed
appropriations of: §5 billlon for fiscal year
1973; &8 billion for fiscal year 1974; and $10
billion for fiscal year 1875.

We feel that appropriations at this level
are much more realistic in terms of the aims
of the day care proposals now before us.
Really, anything else than this is a hoax
and would indicate that we are not being
eerious about the problem. There is some-
thing which ought to be considered when we
discuss funding; $1,600, the cost per child,
per year is roughly equivalent to the cost of
one foot of Federal highway. Congress must
decide which is more important, the foot of
highway or a child.

I have treated the inter-relationship be-
tween the famlily assistance plan and our
day care proposals rather extensively today
and this brings up another point which must
be clearly spelled out in any national day
care legislation.

Day care must not be considered a custodial
service. It will obviously be a help to women
who want and need the opportunity to
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achieve their full employment potential but
this legislation is for children as well. For
them, the primary importance of the day
care center will be as an educaticnal en-
vironment.

I am submitting to the committee today a
report on day care facilities in my 12th
congressional district which was prepared for
me by three of my black interns from the New
York University Graduate School of Social
Work. Mr. Frederic Cantlo, Miss Bernardette
Gittens, and Miss Joya Gaddy, contacted di-
rectors of day care centers, anti-poverty
agencles and community groups in my dis-
trict and distributed two hundred and fifty
(260) questionnaires within four areas Bush-
wick, East New York, Willlamsburg, and Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant. There were one hundred
and fifteen (115) respondents.

The survey produced some interesting re-
sults. The one that sticks in my mind is the
fact that 1009% of the respondents felt that
day care centers should be educational in
nature. Additionally, over 51% of the re-
spondents did not feel that the majority of
the employees in a center should be from the
community. The clear, overriding concern
was the educational environment and the
ability of the personnel at the center to deal
effectively with their children.

I have criticized before the dangerous in-
clination by well-meaning liberals that the
alm of Head Start is to provide jobs for non-
professionals. There is a definite role for
community people in Head Start and day
care pPrograms.

I believe that community parents should
dominate the boards. In fact in one of the
Chisholm/Abzug amendments, we have sug-
gested that the percentage of members from
the child development councils on the local
poliecy councils should be increased from
15 to 24 rds.

But we must insure that we do not dimin-
ish the role of the child development profes-
slonals In our day care centers.

For this reason, Representative Abzug and
I have suggested a change in H.R, 6748 stress-
ing that preservice and inservice education
and other training for professional and para~-
professional personnel must Incorporate a
career-ladder structure to allow a definite
advancement from wunskilled to skilled
positions.

The report on day care facilities prepared
by my interns had some other interesting
items which I would like to share with you.

Of those 63 respondents currently utilizing
day care: only 26 were using public day care,
and 11 were using storefronts and 23 were
using friends. The majority of the respond-
ents were utilizing wunlicensed facilities.
Sometimes unlicensed facilities are lively, ed-
ucational environments which have not been
licensed because of some archalc quirk In
the licensing regulations. More often than
not, they are dumping grounds where chil-
dren are tled to furniture in dismal sur-
roundings and where they are “looked after”
by someone who may be emotionally dis-
turbed, uneducated, alcoholic or so old they
need help themselves or all of the above.
Our respondents were clearly disturbed be-
cause only 25 were satisfled with their cur-
rent arrangements. 89% of all respondents
felt there was an additional need for day
care services.

Most of the respondents, 44, stated that
day care would enable them to work. An-
other 43 said it would enable them to con-
tinue their education. These parents clearly
saw day care as a step toward possibly im-
proving their families’ economiec condition.

Another major point which I find dis-
turbing about H.R. 6748 1s that the bill con-
tains a blank as to the precise size of the
unit of Government which shall be eligible
for prime sponsorship. I prefer the language
of S. 1512 which does not stipulate any size.

If we limit the bill to citles of 100,000 or
500,000 as was proposed in last year's bill,
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we will lose votes on the floor from rural
and suburban legislators who will feel that
it is a Dbill for the clties.

Obviously, the greatest need exists in the
cities. The vast majority of the money will
still go to the urban areas, but the opportu-
nity for day care services should not be
denied to rural areas,

Finally, by making the smallest as well as
the largest units eligible, we will be getting
the decision making and control of these
programs to the local level.

The use of the Bureau of Labor statistics
lower-living standard budget instead of the
old poverty line as a definition of disadvan-
teged is a significant new departure from
last year's bill, but I feel that the language
of H.R. 6748 may be a bit confusing because
in section T04(c) the poverty-level defini-
tion is retained and Is utilized in other ref-
erences to the reservation of funds for on-
going head start programs and certain other
categories throughout the bill.

For this reason, in our bill Mrs. Abzug
and I have utilized the Senate language
which we think spells this out more dis-
tinctly. In any case as long as the House
language clearly insures that protection for
all children under the BLS standard is re-
talned, there is no problem.

The final major point I would like to make
is this Representative Abzug and I are pro-
posing a change in the allocation formula.
We propose that in the first year of fund-
ing 656% of the funds shall be reserved for
those families under the BLS standard. In
the second year, we would drop that reserva-
tion to 60% and in the third year to 55%.

We are proposing this because although
the greatest need exists for those at the
bottom of the economic scale, we must be
cognizant of the needs of those who are just
above the BLS cut-off point.

Day care is needed by all women and we
should not set the poor and the near poor
to fighting each other for these services.

If we limit day care only to those at the
lower end of the economic scale this bill is
going to be labeled a poverty or welfare bill
and will be & much more difficult task to se-
cure the appropriations which are necessary.

You will recall that this Congress was able
to override a Presidential veto of education
appropriations. This was because everybody
had a stake in those education programs.

Day care legislation has a similar constit-
uency.

Every woman, almost without exceptions,
will support universal day care. We need to
stimulate their support.

DAY CARE AS A SocrAL Urmniry

(Submitted by New York University Grad-
uate School of Social Work Interns: Mr.
Fredric Cantlo; Miss Bernadette Gittens;
Miss Joya Gaddy.—April, 1871)

Leaders of the community groups in the
12th Congressional District have expressed
their concern to Congresswoman Chisholm
over the lack of adequate day care facilities
in their community. Some of the community
members feel that they could enhance their
standard of living from a social and econom-
ical point of view if more day care facilities
were available.

Congresswoman BShirley Chisholm states
that there is not enough day care facilities
in her district. She is very interested in the
extent of day care and she is aware of the
need for better day care facilities in Brooklyn.
Therefore, it is her desire to acquire a sub-
stantial amount of evidence as to what the
needs are in her district. She fee!s that the
research project on this topic will prove the
same.

Our method of attack was a questionnaire.
Prior to the designing of the questionnaire,
we held meetings with parent groups, day
care directors and with the Director of the
Bpecial Office of Day Care in an effort to
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refine the guestionnaire. The student in-
terns, Mr. Cantlo, Miss Gittens and Miss
Gaddy, proceeded to design the question-
naire and after its completion, the question-
nalre was submitted to Congresswoman
Chisholm for her evaluation and approval.
With a few changes being made, the question-
neire was approved.

We contacted directors of day care centers,
antl-poverty agencies and community groups
in her district and with their approval, we
distributed two hundred fifty (250) gues-
tionnaires within the four areas of (Bush-
wick; East New York; Willlamsburg and
Bedford Stuyvesant). The questionnaires
were picked up at a later date. One hundred
fifteen (115) Questionnaires were completed.
Our results indicated that 75¢; of the re-
spondents felt that more day care facilities
would enable them to work or continue their
education. Ninety percent of the respondents
felt that there is a need for additional day
care facilities in their communities, which is
indicative of a need for more day care
facilities.

Day Care means the care of children out-
side their own homes for some part of the
day when their parents are unable to care
for them because of work, illness, medical
appointments, job training, job seeking and
other reasons.

Such day care is provided in day care
centers and in family homes.

A center provides care for a large group
of children from 20 to 100, ages 3 to 5,

A day care home is usually limited to six
children under 3 years of age.

A center administers a varlety of services
for the children, including a hot meal at
noon and snacks during the day; health
checkups; rest and play perlods; educational
activities to stimulate the children’s intellec-
tual growth and knowledge; and other serv-
ices to protect their health and welfare.

Centers operate under a number of differ-
ent auspices and are likely to fall into one of
the four following classifications:

(1) Proprietary or commercial facilitles
which charge a fee and operate for profit.
These facilities include day nurseries or
nursery schools and represent a majority
of existing day care facilities in the United
States.

(2) Private, non-profit facilities which
usually charge a fee on a sliding scale based
on a family's financial ability. These facili-
tles are supported by local community fund
drives, philanthropic contributions, church
institutions and so forth. They are known as
day care centers or nurseries and operate in
their own quarters, In settlement-house type
facilities, churches and similar settings. In
some states, many are eligible to receive day
care Income from public funds.

(3) Public-supported programs which are
customarily operated by private, non-profit
groups or municipal agencies. There are rela-
tively few programs directly operated by
public authorities in the United States.

(4) Day Care Centers located at factory
and industrial locations to serve employees.

A family day care home also provides
nutritious meals and snacks in the homes
that meet health and safety standards and
whose operators are qualified by character
and training to take care of children. In
some instances, educational consultants
teach the day care mothers and home helpers
ald them.

In most states, the homes and the centers
are licensed by a public welfare department
or a public health department, or both, if
the operators and the facllities meet govern-
ment standards.

New York State makes avallable low-cost
loans, up to a total of $50 million, to rehabil-
itate, equip or bulld day care centers. Eligible
for such loans are non-profit, civie, fraternal,
religious, social and cocmmunity action
corporations.

For some young children, there is no ade-
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quate adult care during the long day. All
too often, these children come from homes
of unequal opportunity, homes that are over-
crowded, homes of poverty both in money
and in intellectual resources and enrich-
ment. Such children may be placed in unsafe
and unsanitary group care, or with well-
meaning but inadequate neighbors. They
may be locked in rooms or they may wander
at will with latch keys tied around their
necks. The physical and mental health of
such children isin jeopardy.

When the family cannot provide satis-
factory adult supervision during the day,
good care is avallable in New York City's
day care centers. There youngsters find
safety, affection and an opportunity to begin
constructive social and intellectual growth
under the guidance of trained teachers.

Kindergartens and Nursery schools differ
in that children three to six years of age
attend school for shorter periods of the day
and educational experience is their major

oal.

- Some of the confusion in regard to def-
inition stems from the fact that day care
services are sometimes defined In terms of
the nature of the service being given, and
sometimes in terms of the needs or symp-
toms of the users of the service. Also, there
may not be any relationship between the
name of a program, the way in which it is
described and the services actually offered.
For example, many agencles which are called
day care centers offer too short a period of
care to meet the needs of working mothers.

In the final analysis, day care is differen-
tlated from the nursery school or kinder-
garten in the following ways:

1) Day Care’s primary purpose is care and
protection; other programs are concerned
primarily with education.

2) There is a tendency In day care toward
more sharing with parents of child rearing
responsibilities.

3) In day care, some kind of needs test

exists (economlec, or social, or both) since
only children for whom this 1s the best form
of help are to be admitted.

The aims of another program Head Start
are total development of the child and his
family—educational, soclial, psychological and

physiclogical—with emphasis on school
readiness and on family and community
involvement.

Guldelines for Head Start, also adopted by
the Board of Education mandate that every
recruitment effort be made so that the cen-
ter's ethnic composition reflects the neighbor-
hood’s. Guidelines for other programs make
no mention of selection on the basis of
ethnicity.

DAY CARE—ORIGIN AND EXPANSION
Early history

Day care has many facets and generates
a variety of concepts. It involves complex
issues and arouses sharp conflicts, ambiva-
lence and confusion among both lay and pro-
fesslonal leaders. Since the conflicts and is-
sues are rooted In its history, a review of the
evolution of day care is presented as a basis
for understanding the trends and forces
which have culminated in the current posi-
tions and definitions—and as a back-drop for
assessing its capaclty to play a new role in
solving current social problems.

New York City was the birth place of day
care in the United States. The Nursery for
children of the Poor was established in 1854,
followed by the Virginia Nursery in 1872, and
the Bethany Day Nursery in 1887. These
early services, called day nurseries, were of-
fered as philanthropic assistance: first, the
children of Civil War widows; then, in the
latter part of the 19th century, to children
left alone during the day while their immi-
grant mothers worked in domestic service or
in factories. Conceived as charlty by wealthy

Footnotes at end of article.
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women, these services sought to assist poor
families by providing supplemental daytime
child care, mainly custodial, focusing on
physical needs and protection from environ-
mental hazards.

Such day nurseries spread and improved,
with the bhetter ones utilizing what was
known of medicine, nutrition, hygiene, and
later, child development, in order to pro-
vide a service to meet the needs of the day.
Paralleling their growth was the rise of the
kindergarten movement, deriving its formu-
lea from Froebel's work in Germany and rest-
ing on pedagogical considerations.

In 1886, the National Federation of Day
Nuseries was organized “to secure the highest
obtainable standards of merit.”

*“The expansion of the work from the pri-
mary idea of feeding and housing babies to
its present scope, which included kinder-
garten, educational work for mothers, indus-
trial classes for older children, summer out-
ings and family visiting, touches the interest
of both philanthropic and educational
organizations.” *

In the years that followed, research and
experiment were directed toward educational
guidance of underprivileged children in
schools like Merrili-Palmer in Detroit and
Bank Street College in New York. Emphasis
was placed on deeper understanding of child
care and development in the important work
done at centers at Teachers College, Colum=-
bia University and a number of state univer-
sities. Day nurseries became sources for ex-
perimentation and teacher training; and in
1922 the Ruggles Street Nursery in Boston
became the first nursery training school,
marking the entrance of professionals into
the field. As a result, programs in many day
nurseries by the early 1900's began to Incor-
porate constructive educational and develop-
mental experiences for young children.
Teachers, not nursery maids, began to be
hired. It was not until well after World
War I that the effect of these developments
began to be felt in the day nurseries of New
York City. However, it was still not wide-
spread.

About the turn of the century, day nurs-
eries generally began to be concerned with
health standards. In New York City, day
care centers had been covered by the pro-
visions of the Municipal Sanitary Code from
1805. In 1905, physicians began to inspect
the facilities of nursery programs, and the
Bureau of Child Hyglene under the New
York City Department of Health required
that a licensed physiclan give a medical
examination to every child cared for in a
nursery. In fact, however, little was done to
inspect nurseries regularly or to close those
which fell below standard.

By the time of the depression of the 1930,
there had begun to emerge in some of the
better day care programs an integration of
the disciplines of health, education and
welfare. Social Work concepts were intro-
duced in the second and third decades of
this century. Casework and the value of day
nurseries as a strengthening force in family
life were stressed in the day nurseries spon-
sored by social agencies. Some persons in
social work had begun to see day care as part
of the total network of child caring agencies
and as requiring casework support. For
example, Sophie Van Theis found:

“All child caring agencies, irrespective of
the particular type of service which they
glve . . . have become . . . to think of case-
work as an essentlal part of a good child
care program . . . by tradition, by character,
by history, the day nursery is a soclal
agency. . . . I do not see that this in any
way prevents it from becoming as well an
excellent educational Institution and a
health agency. . . . We have come to think
of education, health, and welfare as closely
related Interests which cannot be sepa-
rated . . . in our program for children,”?
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The works projects’ administration program

The daytime care of children received
major impetus from Civil War, World War I,
the Depression and World War IT—all periods
when mothers left home to work. Yet, in
spite of positive response to the early day
nurseries, expansion of programs has been
sporadic. It was during the depression of
the 1930's with the establishment of nursery
schools financed by the federal government,
under the Federal Emergency Relief Admin-
istration and later WPA, that day care had
its largest growth.

The prime goal of federal action in 1933
was to give employment to needy teachers,
nurses, nutritionists, clerical workers, cooks,
janitors and others as part of work rellef
programs designed to counter unemployment.

The program, however, “enlisted the
leadership and guidance of outstanding per-
sons in the fleld. Intensive in-service and
pre-service training program for staff, parent
education and community interpretation did
much to promote standards and to focus
attention on the value of nursery educa-
tion . . . the WPA nursery school, although
set up by government to meet a welfare
need, was identified primarily as an educa-
tional service and was usually located In
school buildings.”

Federal funds were made avallable to state
departments of education, and local boards
operated the nurserles. Approximately 1900
nursery schools were set up. By 1937, they
were providing 40,000 children with what
most professionals today still consider to have
been a high standard of health and nutri-
tional care, as well as nursery education.
These nurseries served a dual porpose: pro-
viding employment, and relieving some of the
conditions of the depression which affected
children adversely.

Philosophically, the program represented
“the first recognition by the federal and
state government that the education and
guidance of children from 2 to 5 years of age
is a responsibility warranting the expenditure
of publie funds.” &

Public day care in New York City began
with the WPA nursery program. By 1938,
there were fourteen nursery schools operated
by the local Board of Education. One of these
was housed in a public school bullding, while
the others were In settlement houses or in
other avallable free space. It was noted by
Fleiss that in New York City, the school
board was not as active in WPA nursery
school administration as were local edu-
cational authorities in other cities.

As the Forties approached and WPA was
no longer a necessary source of employment,
it seemed likely that the day care program
would end. Improved economic conditions
made it more and more difficult to obtain
unemployed teachers. Yet, by 1942, there was
still thirty-two operating WPA nurseries in
New York which faced liquidation early in
1943. Public clamor began for continued pub-
lic subsidy for day care and for the expansion
to meet the needs of mothers engaged in and
seeking work in the war effort.

The Lanham Act

Throughout the country, industry bur-
geoned, and when the draft of men into the
armed services started, women were called
into the factories, and families by the thou-
sands crowded into the war production
areas. Children were being left alone, locked
in parked cars, or forced to join the increas-
ing number of “latch key” children, shifting
for themselves.

All of this led to the Congressional passage
of the Community Facllitles Act of 1941,
commonly known as the Lanham Act, under
which federal funds were available to the
states on a fifty-fifty matching basis for
the establishment and expansion of day
care centers and nursery schools in defense
areas. These funds could also be used to
convert WPA facilities to wartime projects.
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The United States Office of Education was
given responsibility for the development and
extension of nursery schools to be operated
in or under the auspices of loecal schools
and for related school lunch and recrea-
tlon programs. The United States Children's
Bureau recelved a similar assignment with
respect to day care centers and related serv-
ices sponsored by agencies not a part of the
school program. After July, 1942 additional
funds were made avallable to state depart-
ments of education and public welfare for
the promotion and coordination of day care

ams under their supervision.®

The attitude of the Children’s Bureau in
this general fleld was that mothers of pre-
school children should not be encouraged
to work; but if they did indeed work, the
community had an obligation to provide
services to help parents care for their chil-
dren, with state and local governments as-
suming the responsibility for supervising
and maintaining adequate standards. Thus,
the approach of the Children's Bureau to-
wards the Lanham Act day care program was
at best ambivalent. Some within the bureau
look with misgivings on what they feared
would be interpreted as a public sanction of
the employment of women. They were jolned
by some social work leaders who were con-
cerned that the federal stimulus to day care
would in the long run be destructive of the
family and contrary to basic American val-
ues. However, as it became clear that the
emergency situation had first priority, the
Bureau undertook the stimulation of coun-
seling services In support of day care and
developed a comprehensive set of standards
for the guidance of communities,

Widespread acceptance of this wartime
program 1is indicated by the fact that by
July 19845, about 1,600,000 children were re-
celving care In nurseries and day care centers
financed largely by federal funds.

New York City

In cities denoted by the federal govern-
ment as war-impacted areas, WPA nurseries
were converted to serve working mothers.
Upon the disbanding of the WPA program,
New York City had a speclial problem, how-
ever. The Lanham Act did not apply here
since the city was not designated as a war
impacted area, and thus it faced the prospect
of the loss of Its major financlal resource
with respect to day care.

Public campaigns were started to bring
pressure for New York City to provide public
subsidy and to expand the existing program
in order to meet the increasing needs caused
by the impending war. Parent groups became
particularly active in this movement, Addi-
tional backing also came from women's so-
cial action groups with a mass character,
primarily the Committee for the Wartime
Care of Children, headed by Elinor Gimbel,
working outside of the professional and in-
stitutional framework of the day care pro-
gram. The latter group attracted consider-
able support from several quarters: parents
who needed the service to work; women who
espoused the cause of publicly supported
day care for working women as a patriotic
one; and women who were concerned mainly
with the effects on children of women al-
ready in the labor force.

Mayor Florello LaGuardia appointed the
Commissioners of Health and Welfare and
the Buperintendent of Schools to study the
needs for day care in the light of the new
wartime emergency. This group recom-
mended expansion of existing facilities and
training programs, as well as counseling serv-
ice for mothers seeking employment. They
called for stricter enforcement of exlsting
laws governing nurseries. The establishment
of a permanent committee composed of civic
and governmental leaders to coordinate and
administer the expanded program was
propcsed.

On October 25, 1942, Mayor LaGuardia,
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adopting this idea, appointed & committee of
14, called the Mayor'’s Committee on War-
time Care of Children, hereafter referred to
as the Mayor's Committee. This committee
included members of religlous, labor, social
welfare and governmental agencles and
offered the potential for a broad concept
of day care.
State financing

In 1942, the New York State Legislature
approved the Moffet Act, providing for direct
state aid to municipalities and to supplement
Lanham funds for the establishment of day
care centers under the direction of the State
War Council. The Mayor's Committee was
designated as the New York Clty representa-
tive, Where federal funds did not apply
as in New York City, the State War Council
set up the requirements whereby the state
would contribute one-third, the city one-
third and one-third of the cost would come
from the parents' fees or community con-
tribution. Upstate communities were getting
about one-half of their support from federal
Lanham funds with state funds supplement-
ing up to an additional 15 percent. On
March 4, 1943, Mayor LaGuardia wrote to
Governor Dewey advising him that the city
would need $360,000 to serve 1,000 children
in 28 WPA nursery schools in New York City,
and would adopt the tripartite financing
plan with each segment contributing
$120,000.

The Mayor's Committee on April 5, 1943
gave WPA schools until July 1, 1943 to revise
their admission policy in order to qualify for
state ald. Seventeen of the former WPA
nurseries did this and were absorbed into
the Mayor's Committee program, as well as
many other nurserles operated by settle-
ments, churches, day nurseries and separate
boards.

Thus, by mid-1943, there were 33 nurseries
and 13 school-age centers with a capaecity of
1,654 children ages two to five and 750 chil-
dren ages six to fourteen operated under the
Mayor's Committee at a cost of $315,000.

The Mayor's Committee saw difficulties in
having the Board of Education guarantee
two-thirds of the centers’ operating costs
and collect fees. If was therefore decided to
have them operated by the Department of
Welfare with Board of Education staff. The
minutes of the Mayor's Committee for April 5,
1943 state:

“With educational standards so protected,
the program ... becomes an educational
program administered by the Department of
Welfare.” 7

However, this arrangement never became
& reality. On April 16, 1943, the Mayor
announced:

“The city will not operate any nurseries
through any city department, but payment
will be made to nurseries on the same basis
that they are now made to institutions for
dependent children. The policy . . . will be
to place children in private nurserles oper-
ated by existing child welfare or other social
agencies with the city and state contributing
one-third each of the cost.” &

Under this arrangement, the voluntary
operating agencies would be responsible for
raising additional funds if parents' fees
failed to reach the required one-third share.
Funds were to be handled through the
budget of the Department of Welfare, thus
making this agency the administrative au-
thority. Objection to this decision were
raised by the United Parents Assoclation and
the Public Education Association, both of
which preferred to have the day nurserles
run by the Board of Education.

While the contribution of the Board of
Education during the Depression consisted
malinly of supplying unemployed teachers as
staff members, the educators on the Mayor’s
Committee felt that the quality of the edu-
cational program would be more closely pro-
tected and this part of the program improved
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if operated under educational auspices, How-
ever, under the Moffet Act, the Department
of Welfare was not only authorized to collect
fees, but it could administer city and state
funds which might become available through
the Lanham Act.

Mayor LaGuardia’s own decislon was un-
doubtedly strongly influenced by his often
stated opposition to the idea of having
women leave thelr small children to go to
work. Fleiss comments:

“He was reluctant to make the state the
‘father and mother of the child.’”®

In order to limit such assistance to those
who really required it, he felt that appro-
priate study of each case was necessary, and
that the Welfare Department, with its in-
vestigatory procedures, could properly carry
out this policy. The staff of the Informa-
tion and Counseling Services were cautioned
to review with the mothers the advantages
and disadvantages of going to work.1®

The minutes do not show the actual rea-
sons for LaGuardia's decision to use volun-
tary sponsoring agencies, but Fleiss conjec-
tures that Mayor LaGuardia was trying to
obtaln state funds without involving the
city too directly in the actual operation. One
might also speculate that the proposal for
public operations was seen as too direct a
challenge to New York City’s purchase-of-
care child welfare pattern as it then existed.

Opponents to LaGuardia's plan for volun-
tary sponsoring agencies pointed to the fact
that these arrangements, creating a need to
deal with so many different volunteer boards,
would limit the expansion of day care serv=-
ice. They claimed that such a pattern would
complicate the development of standards
and require a complex structure of super=-
vision to protect expenditures. However, La-
Guardia’'s decisions prevaliled.

In the first seven months of 1943, eight
Offices of Information and Counseling,
manned by personnel of the Department of
Welfare were opened. Counselors helped to
determine need for day care services, eval-
uated existing facilities, and through per-
sonal interviews with mothers, attempted
to assess individual family needs for day
care. In accordance with LaGuardia’s phi-
losophy, the staff of these offices often coun=
seled mothers to stay at home rather than
work.

In 1944, the state continued its appropria-
tion and made provision for rent and cost
of equipment. By December 31, 1945, there
were then 68 centers with a total capacity
of approximately 4,000 children. A large part
of the professional and clerical staff of the
Mayor's Committee (31 or 44 workers) were
on loan from the Department of Welfare.

Board of education attitudes

The alternative to the welfare auspices at
the time necessarily would have been the
Board of Education, which had never become
involved in the day care program to the de-
gree that such boards were in other com-
munities. For example, experimentation with
kindergartens for four-year olds was discon-
tinued in 1952 on the basis that four-year
olds could not be accommodated in the same
program. This view was typical of the gen-
eral approach.

Voluntary support

In addition, then, to the early and con-
tinued use of the Department of Welfare as
the wartime administering and financial
agency for day care, and the lack of real
involvement or assumption of responsibility
on the part of the Board of Education, a
third factor influenced the creation of the
unique pattern of public day care which
exists in New York City today. There was a
deep involvement of private groups and
individuals in both the operation and financ-
ing of the centers. Many voluntary organi-

Footnotes at end of article.
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gations provided funds to supplement those
from the fri-partite pattern of wartime con-
tributions by state, city and parent fees. In
1942, the Marshall Fleld Foundation and the
New York Foundation helped to pay the
salary of the executive director of the Mayor’'s
Committee. In 1944, the New York National
War Fund gave grants for salaries and to
supply equipment for the new centers, and
in 1946 granted another $58,000 to the
Mayor's Committee.

Educational organizations supplied con-
sultants and directors. Research organiza-
tions and schools served as a field staff to
make surveys as to where the need for day
care was the greatest. Even related govern-
mental services were contributed. The Civil-
ifan Defense Volunteer Office assisted by
training nursery school assistants. The War
Food Administration provided funds under
its school lunch program.

As a way of expanding day care centers in
the city, the Mayor's Committee had en-
couraged the formation of citizens’ groups
in neighborhoods where there was need for
new facilitles. The Mayor's Commiftee esti-
mated that by 1945, nearly 1,000 persons had
shared responsibility with the state and city
governments for operating and financing the
day care program. The intense participation
in planning of so many professionals and
volunteers of high caliber from the fields of
education, health and welfare gave the pro-
gram the character of permanency rather
than emergency.

The Horan Reporin

As the war drew to a close in 1945, how-
ever, the temporary nature of the state's sup-
port became evident. The War Council was
disbanded in 1946, and the responsibility for
day care was transferred temporarily to the
Youth Commission by Governor Thomas E.
Dewey, who ordered an evaluation of the
program.

This study, known as the Horan Report,
became the ultimate basis upon which Dewey
ended the program. In brlef, it concluded
that:

1. The primar; emergency need for which
the program was established no longer ex-
isted.

2. In New York Clty, where the majority of
the funds were used, the needs test was
elastic and generally unverified.

3. It would be necessary to establish the
priority of this program in relation to other
social welfare needs, to be financed by the
state—such as housing, increases in teachers’
salaries and other demands.

4. There was no proof that the program
justified the expenditure.

5. If the program were to be assimilated
into the Department of Education, it would
have to be free, and thus involve a cost
which the state was totally unprepared to
meet.

6. Should the program be continued under
welfare, it could be limited to families need-
ing strengthening. This would presumably
be based on established casework techniques
and thus permit a tighter state control of
eligibility.

7. The program could be dropped.

The Horan Report created a storm. Wom-
en organized public demonstrations and
picket lines—one around Governor Dewey's
home at Pawling. He refused to see them
and called them Communists.

After recelving the report, Governor Dewey
adopted the final proposal, and in December
194T state ald was terminated.

A New York City committee of lay and
professional experts, who countered each
issue raised by the Horan Report, could not
shake the Governor's determination to end
the program. All efforts since that time to
restore state ald for day care have falled, and
the program has been operated as a local
public program supported entirely by New
York City funds, supplemented fractionally

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

by private agencies, and the families who
use it. However, the transfer in New York
City from a wartime temporary day care pro-
gram to & peacetime permanent one, was
done without really settling any of the broad
issues raised by the Horan Report. Was the
program & valid ongoing peacetime responsi-
bility for which public funds should be com-
mitted? Governor Dewey found that it was
not; New York City found that it was.

The Post-War Program in New York City

This decision by the Clity of New York to
continue the day care program, unlike most
areas of the United States where programs
were ended when war funds were curtailed,
was accomplished primarily because of tre-
mendous effort by the many persons and
organizations which were mobilized into
action to save day care. Community groups,
churches, neighborhood committees, volun-
tary agencles, boards of directors and parents’
groups joined forces in a massive campaign
to make sure that the clty took over where
the state left off.

Among many others glving outstanding
leadership were Mrs. Elinor Guggenheimer,
Miss Helen Harrls and the late Adele Rosen-
wald Levy. In fact, the Cltizen’s Committee
for Children was founded in 1945 by Mrs. Levy
and her colleagues as an outgrowth of the
experiences of the Advisory Committee for
the Day Care Unit of the Department of
Health. Mrs. Guggenheimer (now a member
of the City Planning Commission) went on
in 1948 to build the present Day Care Coun-
cil which she headed until 1960, when she
formed the National Committee for Day Care
for Children and became its president. She
was succeeded by Mrs. George Stewart who
is currently the Day Care Council president.

With the cessation of state funds, the
day care program was Integrated into the
city Welfare Department, and the Division
of Day Care was created within this depart-
ment. It was a natural evolution, since the
program had been dependent upon welfare
for space, funds and personnel. The Second
Deputy Commissioner was given the execu-
tive responsibility, and the Nursery Educa-
tion Consultant from the staff of the Mayor's
Committee became acting director of the
new division.

The use of voluntary agencies and their
financing assistance—was continued as well,
for their financial contribution declined sub-
stantially over the following years. Thus, the
basic structure remained unchanged and in-
corporated the licensing activities of the
Health Department, the private-public ad-
ministrative arrangements and the counsel-
ing services.

Quality of the Program

Many changes in the character of day care
occurred from 1940 to 1947. Stafl became
professional; the emphasis on custodial care
was modlified to include planned pre-school
experlences; the few i1l chosen toys gave way
to standardized educationally oriented play
equipment; unsafe crowded rooms were re-
placed by ample space specifically designed
for young children. Standards for teaching
qualifications were set by the Mayor's Com-
mittee and the Day Care Unit of the Depart-
ment of Health. Because of the shortage of
trained, experienced personnel, the Mayor's
Committee instituted in-service training
courses for its teachers. A cooperative ven-
ture with the New York City Committee on
Mental Hyglene was an added effort to pro-
vide the teachers, directors and counselors
from the Information and Counseling Serv-
ice with a psychiatric and psychological ap-
proach to understanding the needs of young
children.

If measured by the qualifications of
teachers, the types of bulldings oceupled, the
flexibility of program, the health and soclal
welfare services provided to the child and
the family (using the seventeen criteria
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established by the National Association of
Nursery Education), the gquality of day care
in the Mayor's Committee day care centers
could be considered good. They did more than
answer the needs of working mothers for
safety for their children.

Despite the fact that the chalrman was the
Commissioner of Welfare, and the executive,
Miss Helen Harrls, was a tralned social
worker, day care under the Mayor's Com-
mittee was never just a welfare program. It
included the educational aspects of day care,
and trled to incorporate the best knowledge
and skills then known to the field of early
childhood education.

At the same time, the welfare concept of
day care as supportive of family life was
increasingly stressed, and the goal of
strengthening the family and avoiding
permanent placement of children grew in
importance. Today this is still a major objec-
tive, affecting character, inteke and size of
the program.

Special Office on Day Care

The Speclal Office On Day Care was de-
veloped in 1968 by the New York City De-
partment of Soclal Services under Commis-
sloner Goldberg. The Office is directed by Bob
Davis, Assistant to the Commissioner. Their
task was to find out what problems exist in
Day Care and to make recommendations to
the Commissioner for way of making opera~-
tions more effective and also means of hav-
ing more community involvement.

Since 1ts inception the number of day care
centers have increased from 99 to 212 with
& large percentage of community involve-
ment. Their projected goal for 1972 is to
have over 500 centers operational.

On March 3, 1970 Mayor John Lindsay ap-
pointed a 21-member Task Force to examine
early childhood services in New York City,
in addition to assessing their effectiveness
in meeting the needs of children and their
parents, the Task Force recommended
changes in the quality and quantity of the
programs. In his charge, the Mayor requested
that the Task Force explore the feasibility
of establishing an office for early childhood
services,

The Early Childhood Development Depart-
ment has now become & reality with Georgia
L. McMurray as Commissioner.

In summary, the New York City public
welfare child care program today has unique
aspects stemming from its history;

—the involvement of g0 many public de-
partments, private agencies, community
groups and parent organizations;

—the appropriation of public funds and
the close supervision of the use of such
funds, not only by public authorities, but by
private groups as well;

—the operation of the centers by private
boards;

——counseling services limiting the program
to children from families meeting a test of
social and economic need.

The Department of Early Childhood De-
velopment should be a step in solving some
of these problems in Day Care.

Findings

It is important to note that 250 question-
naires were distributed and 115 responded
that were codeable, We will use the format
of our questionnaire in making our presenta-
tion.

In analyzing our identifying information,
we found that 699: of the respondents were
married, 66% were between the ages of 15
and 20, 66% of the respondents had from
1 to 3 children,

We are aware that our samples do not
adequately cover District 12. The results of
the demographic characteristice show the
following: of the total number of respond-
ents, 63 are currently utilizing day care, Of
the 63 respondents who are using day care
services, only 26 are using public day care,
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11 were using storefronts and 23 were using
friends. This shows that the majority of the
respondents are using unlicensed facilities.
Of the 63 respondents using day care, only
25 were satisfled with their present day care
arrangements. The majority of the persons
were dissatisfied with their present day care
arrangements because it was too expensive
and too far from home.

It is therefore safe to say that more and
better day care facilities are needed, should
be decentrallzed and fees should be based on
a sliding scale. Of those respondents (63)
who have children in day care, only one felt
their child had not benefited since using
day care. In any event, 99% of the respond-
ents feel their children have shown improve-
ment in soclalization patterns since using
day care facllities.

Question 5 shows that 89% of the re-
spondents feel there is a need for additional
day care services.

Most of the respondents on question 6
stated that day care would enable them to
work (44) or continue their education (43).
This could reflect that the parents see day
care as a step toward possibly Increasing the
family’'s economic condition.

Referring to questions 7, 8, 9, and 10, it
is likely that the center should be opened
five days & week from 9:00 aam. to 5:00 p.m.
It is also shown that there is a good indica-
tion that many respondents (54) would fa-
vor a center where children could be left a
couple of hours & day and not on a perma-
nent basis.

Only 19% of the respondents feel day care
should be free for everyone. / sliding scale
would be the proper way of basing a fee,
Such a scale would make it easler for the
participants to pay for the service.

All of the respondents (115) feel day care
centers should be educational in nature. As
with question 15, over 51% of the respon-
dents do not feel that the majority of em-
ployees in a center should be from the
community. This could mean that the re-
spondents are more interested In services
than where a person lives. Thirty-five percent
of the respondents feel the majority of em-
ployees should be from the community. This
shows there is some interest in where an em-
ployee resides. Only five respondents indi-
cated that they would want a private group
to operate a day care center.

This could mean that the respondents feel
a privately operated center would have little
or no accountability to the community.
Forty-six percent prefer a center to be com-
munity operated and 34% want it to be
governmental (city, state or federal).

Conclusion

In conclusion, we can infer from our find-
ings that there is an interest and need in
establishing more and better day care cen-
ters in the 12th Congressional District.

As this is a pllot study, it is our contention
that we proved the temporary hypothesis
(there is a need for more day care centers in
the 12th Congressional District).

There is a need for further inquiry into
establishing more day care centers in the
district., The student whose field placement
is with Congresswoman Chisholm will be
dolng further research on day care in the
12th Congressional Distriet.

Brooklyn, N.Y. 12th Congressional District***
Day Care Chart—December 1969**
Total
Children
Public Day Care Centers, (7)* 525

Private Day Care Centers, (11) 455
209 Estimated using other services_. 12, 460

Children under 6 years of age
Children under 5 years of age
Have no service available
***Department of Health Statistics,
** No changes have been made in number
of Day Care Centers as of December, 1969,
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*Three public day care centers are cur-
rently under construction by the Department
of Social Service and will be open by May,
1971.

FOOTNOTES

1 Bernice H. Fleiss, The Relationship of the
Mayor’s Committee on Wartime Care of Chil-
dren to Day Care in New York City, 1962 (Un-
published doctoral dissertation), New York
University, p. 4.

3 Ibid, p. 10.

3 Ibid, p. 14.

4Ibid, p. 15.

5 For ori source see Dorothy Zeits,
Child Welfare, New York Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
1959, p. 173.

¢ Ibid, p. 187.

T Flelss, op. cit., p. 39.

& Ibid, p. 39.

® Ibid, p. 46.

10 I'bid, p. 66.

1 “An Evaluation of the State-Alded Child
Day Care Program,” submitted by L. S. Horan,
Staff Member, New York State Youth Com-
mission, 1947.

DAy CARE QUESTIONNAIRE
Identifying Information

A, Resldence:
Bedford-Stuyvesant
East New York
Bushwick _..
Willlamsburg

Total
. Age:
15-19 years old
20-24 years old..
25-20 years old.-.

40-44 years old
45-51 years old
No age given

C. Marital Status:
Single
Married
Beparated -_
Divorced

D. Number of Children:

No response
Question #1—Have Day Care Services:

No response
Question #2—Present Day Care Services:
Public Day Care
Storefront
Friends
Relatives

Question #3—Are you satisfied with Presen
Day Care?

B. Dissatisfled with Present Day Care:
1) Present Day Care too expensive.
2) Too far from home
3) Not enough adult supervision..
4) Present Day Care building in
poor condition
Question No. 4—Benefited from Day
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Question No. 6—Day Care would enable:
A. Work
B. Continue Education___.
C. More leisure time
D. Engage In family activities
Question No. T—Twenty-four hour Day

No response
Question #8—Weekend Day Care:

No response
Question #0—Frequency of Use of Child
Care Services:
b days per week
3 days per week
6 days per week
7 days per week
No response
Question #10—Day Care on Part Time Basis:
Y

Question #13—Employ Social Work,
and/or Education Students:

No Response
Question #14—Majority Community
Employees:

No Response
Question #15—Type of Groups Operat-
ing Center:
Community

QUESTIONNAIRE
Statement of intent:

Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm is very
interested In the extent of day care services.
We know of the need for better day care
services in Brooklyn, but we desire to have
substantiated material in order to answer
specific questions that may be asked of us
in relation to this vital problem.

It is hoped that better day care services
will develop in our community in the near
future. Fllling out this questionnaire in no
way obligates yow to participate in any day
care services. All information is confidential.

(optional)
Community Address
(Example: Ocean Hill)

g Marital Status
No. of Children
Occupation

1. Do you presently have day care services?

ERRES -

- IO

* If no, go to question No. 5.

2. If No. 1 is yes, what is the present day
care service you have?

3. Are you satisfled with the present day
care services?

s L 08

cee= NO

If No. 3 1z no, are you dissatisfled because:

(a) Present day care services are too ex-
pensive.

(b) Present day care services are too far
from home.

(c) Present day care services do not have
enough adult supervision.
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(d) Present day care building is in poor
condition.

4, Do you feel that your child has benefited
from day care?

Eetn

SR

5. Do you feel there is a need for more
day care services in your community?

e X 08

e [

6. More and better day care services would
enable you to:

-~ (&) Work

---- (b) Continue education

--=- (¢) Have more free time

---- (d) Engage in other activites for your
family.

7. Do you feel a day care center should be
open 24 hours a day?

—— B

e INO)

8. Bhould a day care center be open on
weekends?

R

SRS

9. How many days a week would you use a
center? ...

10. Are you In favor of a day care center
where you could leave your child for a couple
of hours a day, but not on a permanent basis?

11. S8hould the day care service be free for
everyone?

-——-Yes

S

12. Would you like the day care center to
be educational in nature?

R

O

13. Would you like the day care center
to employ students in the field of education
and social work?

S

----NOo

14. Should the majority of employees in
the center be community members?

RO

S,

15. What type of groups would you like to
operate the day care center?

----(a) Governmental (City,
federal)

---=(b) Private organization

----(¢) Community operated

16. What additional type of services would
you llke to see in the day care center?

Additional comments

Thank you.

Remember: This information is for the
confidential use of Congresswoman Shirley
Chisholm onlyl!!

THE CITY OF NEW YORK—DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL SERVICES, BUREAU OF CHILD WELFARE—
DIVISION OF DAY CARE

Sample annual budget for a day care center

for 55 children
Staff

Full-Time: 1 Director; 3 Teachers; 3 As-
sistants; 3 Teacher Aldes; 1 Bookkeeper
Clerk; and 1 Helper. Part-Time: 1 Cook 35
hours per week; and 1 Janitor.

state or

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Ezxpenditures

Balaries
Health BServices
Telephone and Postage
Equipment, Supplies and Laun-

dry (incl. Uniforms)
Food
Heat, Gas and Light
Minor Repairs and Malntenance.
Payroll Taxes & Fringe Benefits.
Liability and Fire Insurance....

$100, 556. 00
806. 00
400. 00
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BROOKLYN DAY CARE CENTERS, DISTRICT 12 SAMPLE,
NOV. 30, 1970

Capacity  Waiting list

Center N S.A, N S.A,

Bedford- Studyvssant

ry McLeod Bethune.______
Bethune Lafayette. .
Bre\rwrt.

*Total Expenditures

*No estimate for rent is included. Actual
rent paid subject to Department of Social
Services approval, may be included.

12/30/69.

Estimated Annual Per Capita: $2,213.82.

Source of Funds

As of October 1970, all expenditures are
paid by the City of New York.
Brooklyn.—Health areas 15, 17, 19, 21, 22,

28-1, 27.10, 29, 30, 33, 34, 35, 49, 57-1

Total Population
Children under 6

12th Congressional District

Areas Covered: (East New York);
ford-Stuyvesant):; (Bushwick);
llamsburg) .

February, 1971.

Incorporation Process

Step 1.—Send letter or telephone Secretary
of State requesting that name group has
chosen for center be reserved.

Step II.—Submit certificate of Incorpora-
tion and completed questionnaire to Miss
Vivian Bucknam. (Send two drajfit copies of
certificate of Incorporation).

Step III.—After report is written by Miss
Bucknam, she will request original certificate
of Incorporation from group’s Attorney.

Btep IV.—All papers including Miss Buck=-
nam's report are then forwarded to the State
Board of Soclal Welfare who reviews same.
Approval or rejection of Incorporation rest
entirely in their hands. If approved:

Step V.—The original certificate with en-
dorsement is sent to the operating agency
who then submits certificate to the Supreme
Court of the respective borough where the
day care center is located (Special terms part
II, for Judge's signature) this should take
from one to three days.

Step VI—Once signed by Judge the op-
erating agency sends the certificate of Incor-
poration ($50.00) to the Secretary of State
(Albany) for actual charter. Bhould be com-
pleted in one to two weeks.

Step VII.—After papers are returned the
group should purchase a corporate seal kit.
(Can be purchased in most stationery stores).
The kit consists of a corporate seal, minute
and by-laws books. Cost approximately
$17.00-820.00.

(Bed-
and (Wil-

Gornarmna
Dr, King Memorial

Bushwick:
Army (Ridg
Fladsn:k Williams

Brownsville: Brownsville

Williamsburg:
Charito

Tompkins.
Jonathan Williams
Robert Kennedy

DAY CARE CENTERS OPENED WITHIN THE LAST
FIVE (5) MONTHS IN BROOKLYN-—MARCH 1971

*Audrey Johnson Day Care Center-Bush-
wick Civic Action Center, 272 Moffat Street,
Brooklyn, New York.

*Bethesda Church, 619 Stanhope Street,
Brooklyn, New York.

Brooklyn Hispanic Program, 1040 Glenmore
Ave., Brooklyn, New York.

Boulevard Nursery, 2150 Linden Blvd.,
Brooklyn, New York.

Carey Gardens Day Care Center-Jewish
Board of Guardians, 23rd and Surf Ave,,
Brooklyn, New York.

*Frederic Williams Day Care Center, 1002
Bushwick Ave., Brooklyn, New York.

*Park Place Day Care Center-Interfaith,
963 Park Place, Brooklyn, New York.

*In District 12

PROPOSED DAY CARE CENTERS
IN BROOKLYN—MARCH 1971

*Association of Black Social Workers, 1007
Bedford Ave., Brooklyn, New York.

Bedford-Stuyvesant Boys Club, 72-A Wash-
ington Ave., Brooklyn, New York.

*CI1.G.,, 22 Herkimer BSt., Brooklyn, New
York.

East New York Neighborhood Area No. 5,
2566 Atlantic Ave., Brooklyn, New York.

Gregg St. Day Care Center, 77-85 Stagg
Street, Brooklyn, New York.

JUSTA, 452 Pennsylvania Ave.,
New York.

*Martin De Porres Day Care Center, 783
EKnickerbocker Ave., Brooklyn, New York.

NOUVO, 81-89 Irving Place, Brooklyn, New
York.

United Committee of NUSBG, 1562 Manhat-
tan Ave., Brooklyn, New York.

United Youth Action, 251 Liberty Ave.,
Brooklyn, New York,

*In District 12.

Brooklyn,

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, BUREAU OF CHILD WELFARE, DIVISION OF DAY CARE
YOUTH FACILITY IMPROVEMENT ACT FUNDS AND INDIRECT LEASE, BROOKLYN, JUNE 30, 1970

Poverty
area

Voluntary sponsoring agency and address

Tentative
approval of
sponsoring
agency

Site tentative
approval

status and

Capacity

Ann's Play Center, 1485 St. Johns Pi_.
Assembly of God, 365 Van Brunt St_..
Bedl'nrd Stuyvmnt Development S&r\r!
546 DeKalb Ave______.__.
632 Grand Ave......
C{ 1122 Lafayette Ave.
1514 Pacific St___..
E) 1479 St. Marks P1

Footnotes at end of table.

YFIA, awaiting preliminary plans.
. Seeking YFIA 1.I|Jn ds. ey

--- Awaiting plans (YFIA).
-.- Plans in real estate, Dec, 24, 1969 (YFIA).
--- Application for State funds in progress.
--- Awaiting plans (YFIA).

- Awaiting plans, Apr. 20, 1970 (YFIA).
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Poverty

Voluntary sponsoring agency and address area

Tentative
; " approval of
Site tentative sponsoring

Capacity approval agency Renovation status and comments

Builders for Family and Youth of Diocese of Brooklyn:
A Anan Club, 1002 Bushwick Ave. and vae St
B) P Parish, R Ave. and Bergen St... BU_.
Bushwlck D!Strlﬂ No. 3 Youlh and Adult I.‘.en‘tsr Woodbine BU
St., and Knickerbocker Ave.
Coll"!tralnaedrnm -Stuyvesant Community Service, 179 Tomp- BS.
ins Ave

Commerce, Labor, In]dzulstry Corp. of Kings, Brooklyn Navy FG_ . occooeveeocacenaaoa X

Vard hulldlng No.
ity Corp,, 4?8 Washingt
.l" tion F
Alabama and Livonia Ave.
Community Sponsors, 343 Carlton Ave.
First Baptist Church, 455 Evergreen Ave____.
Fort Greene Cultural Ciub, 149 North Oxford Walk_
Group of Friends for Day Care, Inc., 7-13 Quincy St.
A. Randolph Haig, 83-85 Hanson Place
Interfaith:
(ng Bsthany Melhbdisl Church, 1208 St. Johns Place.
Calvary A. M. E. Church, 790 Herkimer St
Fnrst Church, 221 Klnsstarl Avenue____.

ED) New Brooklyn Reform Church, 1062 Herkimer St__ .. %SS"""""'"

E) United Methodist Church, 1139 Bushwick Ave
(F) John Wesley United Methodist Church, 260 Quincy St
Jeg:srlt' anrd of Guardians, Carey Gardens, West 24th St and Gl
urf Ave.
Lafayette Ave. , Presbyterian Church, 83 South Oxford St
Los Indios, 20 Tiffany Place
Latin Americans for Progress, Church of the Ascension, Java None
Street, Manhattan Ave. , and Franklin St
Lew Memorial, First Unitarian Congregation of Brooklyn, SB
123 PiBTI’OpOni St
Martin De Porres, 260 Knickerbocker Ave
Morning Dew Baptlst Church, 265 Nostrand Ave_ .
Mothers Day Care Center, 4th Ave., and 12th St___
New Hope Baptist Chruch, 1328 Park Pl
Oceanhill-Brownsville I‘.:A'.lmrnun!tyI Council:
(A) 320 Rockaway Ave.
(B) 401 Saratoga Ave. .
(C) Brookiyn Women's
Chel Sara Day School, 771 Crown S
Operation Grass Roots:
(A) 564 Hopkinson Ave
(B) 436 Rockaway Ave...
0.L.C. (Opportunities and Indu:
Baptist Church, 72 Hopkimer St.
Park Slope North Improvement Corp., 63-71 Lincoln Pl
Prince of Peace Lutheran Church, 1318 Jefferson Ave
St. Matthews Lutheran Church, 1187 East 92d St. and Fiatiands ~ None.

Ave,

St Paul's Church, 392 MacDonough St
St, Paul's Commumty Baptist Church, 1926 Prospect P1
Salvation Army:

E Bedford-Stuyvesant, 110 Kosciusko St_

B) Brownsville, 280 Riverdale Ave

(C) Ridgewood, 110 StarrSt._____
Southside Community Mission, 217 South #th St___
446 Tenants' Council, 495 Maple St
United Civic Action Organization, 468 Mercy Ave
United Community Centers, 613 Newlots Ave...

X eceiceccsencnansansnaas Agency to do renovations,
-~ Approved for State funding.
Awaiting plans (YFIA).
Awaiting decision on financing.
Legal questions to be resolved with GLICK's legal staff,

Awaiting architect’s report.

Xeomooemmmmmemenmmnnnn--- E85t New York Multi-Services Committee r ds new
instead of renovations.
Application for funds in progress.
-- Awaiting plal}s

on ion plans with H Authority.

- 0.
= .ﬂgsncy architect preparing plans.

Awa:hn plans.
-- Raising funds for renovations.
Housing authority site. !

Awaiting meeling with day care center
o .lwalﬂng plans.
onfi

. Awaiting agency decision on financing.

0.
Applying to State for loan.

Architect to prepare plans.

Group to purchase building.
Group architect to do plans.
Exploring YFIA.

.. Awaiting plans,
Awaiting D.0.SS architect's report,
-- Construction drawings in design,

Awaiting plans.
-- Awaiting agency decision on financing,

Awalting architect's e\raluaimn
Awaiting D.0,SS architect's report.

X-vovoeee-.-. Renovations in progress.

X - Long-range construction, 2 to 3 years’ delay from November 1968.
- Funding of existing program approved.
— nwagmg plans.

X Housing authority site—awaiting renovations.
100 N80 SA_- Xooooo-o- X.o__._.__. Awaiting plans.

CITY LEASE, BROOKLYN, JUNE 30, 1970

Conselyea Block Association, 311 Ainelia St

198 Albany Ave_______ 5 z
413 Aﬂanhl: Ave., and Nevins St SB.
East New York Nelghbolhwd Social Services, 2550 Atlantic ENY_

Ave.
1101 nvenus U near Coney Island Ave
Association of Black Social Workers, 1007 Bedford Ave.
Community Sponsors, 1410 Bedford Ave_______ FG..
Haﬁu:ir;-ﬂ;nencan Indspandam Craftsmen Assn,, inc., 1491 OH
adior

Bedford Heights Community Day Care Center, 1995 Bedford MNone. . . ... coooeooaaao.

ve,
Friendly Christian Church, Bergen St. and Stone Ave
United Negro Puerto Rican Front, Inc., 537 Blake Ave
United Youth Action, 163 Bradtord st

Vanderveer Tenants Association, 1404 Brooklyn Ave
Martin De Porres, 1375 Bushwick Ave
91-95 Cedar St.e.ocoeeeo.. AT
Bedford-Stuyvesant Develnpment &S

18910 Glavor Pl

595 Clinton St...
La Casa, 234 Columbia St.

ISH.
Congress of Italian, American Organizations, 292 Court St._.. SB____ . o . __.__.

Safa Walker Corp:

Sumont Ave. between Pine and Euclid_
;r?diw l.ogmg Care, 1403 Eastern Parlcwar..

_ ENY.
Farra, &ut Rd. at East 105 St.: Flatland Urban Independent None
velopment.
gz Erankl;g St_ Revelation Pentacostal House of Prayer
ton
2071 Fulton St.: Oceanhill-Brownsville Community Council.. .
3208 Fulton St.: East New York Neighborhood Social Services. - SB
50-66 Garden St.: Bushwick Community Services...__._..____ W
S/W corner Glanmnrs and Georgia Aves - ENY
264 Grafton S
135 Grand St. Southside Community Mission...
19 Grant Sq..-.... B at ety e R
20 Halsey t

Footnotes at end of table.

Xeeemeemaea-- Awaiting plans from real estate.

0.
Awaﬁing decision from Bureau of Special Services, June 24, 1970,
XD ITIIIXCIITIIITTTT mpproved by Board of Estimate, Feb. 13, 1969 (under construction).

Plans |né)lanl management.
- Approved by Board of Estimate, Oct, 9, 1969.%
= ﬁppanved by Board of Estimate, June 1970,
0.

Plans to real estate, June 2, 1970,

Awaiting city planning commission apfraual , Apr. 2, 1970.
= ;Ea?s to plant management, Apr. 20
= sites.
- Keceeceeocoo. Plans in plant management—Awaiting city planning commission
approval.
. Awaiting plans and CPC approval,
. Approved by board of estimate, May 1570,
- Awaiting plans from real estate, June 20, 1970.

Plans in plant management, awaiting CPC approval.
-e=ws-------- Plans to plant management, Januaroy 28, 1870.
Plans to real estate, March 16, 197
memmecsiemmcese-am-e- Awaiting plans, awamng appraval from bureau of special services.

weeeccec-sceemem-=-=--- Plans in plant management.
st B W o Awaiting plans from real estate, June 18, 1970,
Plans to plant management, February 3, 1970.
Awaiting plans.
Awaiting plans.
Xeoooooeoe Xoooeeo .. Approved by board of estimate, Apr. 15, 1970.

X____________________._____ Plans in plant management, Mar, 31, 1970.
eisaseseesonas-aes-ee---- Awailing plans from real estate, May 7, 1970,
T wese=sn--. Plansin plant management.
Pprovarf by board of estimate.
ans to plant management, June 15, 1970,
Awaiting information from real estate, June 5, 1970.
--- Awaiting plans from real estate
- Plans to plant management, Mar. 2, 19570
Awaiting plans.

- Bs.
B e e s e Plans to plant management, June 11, 1970
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, BUREAU OF CHILD WELFARE, DIVISION OF DAY CARE—Continued
YOUTH FACILITY IMPROVEMENT ACT FUNDS AND INDIRECT LEASE, BROOKLYN, JUNE 30, 1970—Continued

Tentative
: approval of
_ - Site tentative sponsoring :
Voluntary sponsoring agency and address Capacity approval agency tion status and ¢

Xemmmmmmnene Konmemaanaaaa Approved by board of estimate.
600 Hart St X X - Approved by board of estimate, Aug. 21, 1969, ¢
Hegeman Ave. , between Linwood and Essex Sts. = X -~ Approved by board of estimate
645 Hegeman Ave. , Coretta King Day Care Center, Inc.. E X. -- Plans in plant management, Apr. 8, 1970,
1SS MinsdlSt s o o e oo Y ---~ Awaiting plans from real estate. May 14, 1970,
249 Hopkinson Ave BR wamsaia---- Awaiting plans,
Belhel Baptist Church, 242 Hoyt St S Approved by board of estimate, Feb. 13, 1970,
Brook-Boro Club, Inc. 81 Irving Place__.. K e Appraved by board of estimate, Feb, 13. 1970.%
CAC No, 3, 349 Koap St_.. ... X ---- Pians to real estate, May 14, 1970,
Martin De Porres, 783 Knickerbocker Ave. BU b ... Approved by board of estimate, Oct. 9, 1969.¢
Tabernacle Church of God, 34-52 Kosciusko St.___ . BU 7 X X --__ Pians to plant management, Mar. 31, 1970,
Church of God in Jesus Christ, 466 Koscuisko St______ . ___ B! & Awaiting plans.

United Lubavitcher Yeshivoth, Leflerts Ave_ ... .o .oo.ous D e o s o . B K e mn e smnannss s maammas, AWSRIng plans,
Black Economic Union:

95 Lexington Ave. . e..cesimooisiiaodiicdinicaseaa B8 , Plans to real estate, Mar, 4, 1970.

703 Lexington Ave_. e L e O X - Awaiting plans from real nsme May 6, 1970,
Catholic Charities, 851 leeny Ave___ i Approved by board of eshmate Dec. 3, 1969.7
Lindsey Park, Vest Pocket Housing. . .- - - X Plans in plant management.

New York State Urban Development Cnrpu

551 Livonia Ave. Awaiting plans,

80 Lorraine St__.. % - Plans to plant management, Nov. 6, 1969,

38-40 Lynch - e e - W X _ Approved by board of estimate, Apr. 15, 1970,
257 Macon St.: Newman Memorial United Methodist Church_

855 Madison St.: Madison Street Block Association.......... BS.. ~ Plans to plant management, Apr, 20, 1970.
73 Malta St.: Tender Loving Care.. Awanllngflans
152 Manhattan Ave.: United Cnmmunity of WIlInamsburg R 5 Approved by board of estimate, Dec. 17, 1969.¢
495 Maple St.: 446 Tenants Council CH. Awaiting plans.
Q(IM;IcrIf)oil;n;.lgh St.: Stuyve: ant Heights Christian Church BS__ Agency seeking renovation funds plans to plant management, June 3,
nterfa
272 Moffat St.: Bushwlck Civic Action Organization. BU.. X Approved by board of estimate, Oct. 12, 1969. '
1061 Monlgso-nn My L . CH .. Plans to plant management, May 22, 1970,
177 Moore ount Balvary “Fire Bapllsod Church. w Plans to plant management, June 30, 1970,
N/E corner Myrtle Ave. near Waverly.. Awaiting plans,
3 Neptune Ave, near Brighton 4th N Do.
370 New Lots Ave. . Board of estimate laid over to July 23, 1970,
121 New York Ave. United Methodist Chure - BS Plans in é)lanl management.
963 Park Pl Bobover Yeshiva (| nlerialth? c Approved by board of estimate, Oct, 9 1969.
452 Pennsywsn!a Ave., Ghnshaus Uand or Service and Action. EN Apprnvad by board of estimate Dec. 3, 1969,
Civi Ing., 576 Pine St_ EN Approved by board of estimate, Oct. 25 1969.7
United Youth Action, 2505 PIEIN AW oo ENY. . Approved by board of estimate (2 sites).®
1229 President St. 3 Awaiting plans from real estate, Feb. 16, 1970,
New Life Herald Baptlst Chun:h 1-155 Pmspact Place. . CH .. Approved by board of estimate, Oct. 9, 1969.1
Pulaski 5L bet Throop and S Ave ~ Awaiting plans from real estate, Feb. 6, 1970.
Avent Community Service, 261 Rochester Ave____ .. X ---- Awaiting plans.
Williamsburg Women's Association, 210 Rodney SEEETEIETW p, SR 2 Sl o e 2 SR Plans to plant management, Jan. 21, 1970.
MId-Bruoklyn Affiliates: d
gcrs Avenue near Carroll and Crown........... awmemn GH Xeemeeececcmececaacnen--- Awaiting plans from D.0.SS architect,

Rutland R CH Keeeeecceesmneneneesasnna- Plans to plant management, Mar. 23, 1970,
Mrs. Jannmgs Lernp Co.

1492 St. Johns Pl e Plans to real estate, Jan, 27, 1970,

505 St s Ave. i CH -- Awaiting plans,

800 St. Mark's Ave......cccee..-. — — X < . Approved by board of estimate, Oct, 9, 1969.9

1610 St. Mark's Ave BR wmeena--an-- Awaiting plans.

776 Saratoga Ave....... Do.

New Lots Reformed Church, 653 Schenck Ave_. X ... Plansin plant management, June 1970,

Smith St.: (1st to 2d placs).... T Tor o L B ---- Approved by board of estimate, Nov. 12, 1969.
33 SomersSt..._. = X - Awaiting plans.

193-199 South Zd St.: Charitot Expansinn YMHA =2 X .- Plans to‘rlanl management, Mar. 25, 1970.
83-85 Stagg St.: St. Johns Evangelical Church. .. w X 7~ Approved by board of estimate, Dec. 3, 1969.
319 Stanhoae SL Bethesda Christian Church. ... e Arpmved by board of estimate, Jan. 23, 19706
Sumner Ave. between Gates Ave. and Quincy St. BS .. Plans in planl management, May 22, 1970,

158 Sumner Ave_____... ZEEE z e X Plans to plant management, Feb. 25. 1970.
265 Sumner Ave________ s KX X . Plans to plant management, May 28, 1970.
3125 Surf Ave., Welfare Clients Group . I . Plans to real estate, June 15, 1970,

3628 Surf Ave., Roberta Bright ﬂa{ are Center, Inc.. n . .- Approved by board of estimate, Feb. 13, 1969.
20 Sutter Ave., One Stop Community Center. B A X Approved by board of estimate, Oct. 29, 1969,
Su dam St., between Wilson and Central Aves. B X —-==-=-- Awaiting plans,

ruxton St__ e e e X Awaiting plans from real estate, Mar. 19, 1970.

5?8 Van Siclen Ave., National 01 X Xeeeoeeaoeon.. Approved by board of estimate, Sept. 18, 1969.
Advancement.
400 Vernon Ave._ BSerecnrcacemsanmanennns Racanmannsnnmaneeensasnans AWSItING plans from real estate, Apr. 21, 1970.
Not?bl: sI:tll Center Group, Warren St. between Smith and SB. X Awaiting plans from real estate, April 6, 1970.
0! s,
Interfaith, 720 Washington Ave X.eecueeea.. Approved by board of estimate, Oct. 9, 19694
N.Y. State Urban Development Corp.:

West 27th St and Surf Ave. Plans in plant management.

West 30th St. and Surt Ave. . Do.

Centro Civico Cultural Agaudillano, 656 W loughby Avi = Approved by board of estlrﬂ.«lla;g .?gr 15, 1970. (Plans tolbe resubmitted

to board of estimate, June 70.)¢
Jewish Bw_ld u(;.nre Association. :

- Awaiting plans.

Plans to plant management, Oct. 1, 1969,
Plans to plant management, May 27, 1970.

5 Awaiting plans from real estate, June 29, 1970,
Y.M.C.A, of Brooklyn, 30 Third Ave_ R X Awaiting plans from real esl.ete Apr. 6, fg70.
Suasnein Ridge Organization Comm Plans to plant management, June 19?0
Hispanos umdns of Park Slope, 251 12 $t..cnecence T SB. Plans in plant management.

FM & WHA of Boro Park:

. Do.

5th Awsiting plans from real estate, Apr. 27, 1970.
Hobover Yeshiva (lnter!a“h) 1548 48th St_. OR X Awaiting report of D.0.SS architect, June 1970,
ARt Strast & Tt AVONUE. ... ol e e i e e BPlenad ccnin e secne s dncn e e s a e s s nan e annn s sanamas AWMHNE PrSfiminary Plans.

1Tentative opening date November 1970, 8 Tentative opening date December 1970.
2 Tentative opening date June 1970. 7 Tentative opening date July 1970,

# Tentative opening date October 1970, ¥ Tentative opening date May 1970,

4 Tentative opening date August 1970, ¥ Tentative opening date January 1971,

# Tentative opening date April 1970,
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NANCY HANKS SPEAKS TO NA-
TIONAL ART EDUCATION ASSO-
CIATION

HON. JOHN BRADEMAS

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, Nancy
Hanks has been called the “Nation's
first lady of the arts.”

As Chairman of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, Miss Hanks has given
outstanding leadership in winning sup-
port for activities that can be the source
of great enrichment for our lives. She
has worked to insure that all Americans
have the opportunity to learn about the
creative and performing arts.

Mr. Speaker, I was privileged to be
on hand in Dallas, Tex., on April 4, 1971,
to hear Miss Hanks' eloquent keynote
address to the 11th Biennial Conference
of the National Art Education Associa-
tion.

In her message to this organization of
teachers of art in schools and colleges
throughout the country, Miss Hanks
talked about the success in explaining
a program of arts in America.

Mr. Speaker, Miss Hanks' remarks are
testimony to the value of the National
Endowment for the Arts, which Congress
overwhelmingly supported last year, and
I would like to share her message with
my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that Miss Hanks’ address be printed in
the RECORD.

The text follows:

“EDUCATION THROUGH ART A GATEWAY"
(By Nancy Hanks, Chalrman, National En-

dowment for the Arts, to the Natlonal

Art Education Association, Dallas, Texas,

April 4, 1971)

Most of us can remember, with affection
and gratitude, a teacher who established
something everlasting for us: a way of see-
ing things, or of feeling them; a particular
poem or book or shape.

I am talking about the lasting experiences
that direct our eyes outward or our thoughts
inward; the experiences that are gateways to
life; the experiences that are what teach-
ing can be and what education is for.

There are teachers as well, one remembers,
who implant other kinds of memories, other
kinds of experiences and they too have last-
ing effects on us.

Early memories

You think of them at odd moments.
Recently, while walking my dog, for some
reason, out of the ‘blue,’ came a memory
from my childhood.

When I was five or six, we were given a
class assignment, to paint & map of the
United States. Each of us was given a differ-
ent color and an area, I was to paint the At-
lantic Ocean blue.

I loved that blue and I painted with aban-
don. I had the most marvelous time. I, In my
joy with the color, and no knowledge of
geography, and just seeing the outlines of
the United States on the big piece of paper,
gaily painted Canada blue too!

Well, that teacher gave me “blue blazes.”
She was really angry that I had ruined the
class project.

I have never felt any freedom with paint
since, no loss to the world because I am cer-
tain I never could have been an artist in any
case. And, I might add I still don't like blue.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

I don't, as a rule, go around reciting bits of
autobiography in public but my experience
in this instance had to do with art and edu-
cation and teachers, which is what you are,
and what you do, and what concerns all of
us.
Each of us can recall a similar experience,
good and bad.

Unjfortunate image

Perhaps the most devastating comment I've
read recently on the results of the bad ex-
periences was quoted in “This Magazine is
About Schools.” The child said, “The most
beautiful classroom in the world is when you
walk into the classroom and you can't find
the teacher.”

Another comment by a student in one of
our Artists-in-the-Schools p runs it
a close second. He said: "I don’t know—he
didn’t seem like a teacher, but someone you
could learn from."

What these children said In simplicity has
been attested to in detail, and with no small
amount of frustration and fury, by increas-
ing numbers of grown-ups, led by experts in
education.

You cannot read about education today
without reading of what is wrong with it.
Librarians, if they have not already, will soon
have to make a separate category: Education,
Crisis of.

For the Three R's, we are substituting the
Three C's: Crisis, Conflict and Confusion.
But, all is not lost. C is still a passing grade.
It can and should be improved, of course.
That is why we are here.

I am not, however, an exponent of gloom.
I am confldent that this country has the
intelligence and resources and stamina to
meet the challenge and raise our grade from
C.

In our efforts, we are immeasurably helped
by the critics of curricula, men of distine-
tion, including James B. Conant, Jerome
Bruner, Gerald B. Zacharlas, and others who
have increasingly in recent years exposed
deficiencies going to the heart of our edu-
cational system.

Sharp criticism

Charles Silberman, for example, In his
formidable study, “Crisls in the Classroom,”
says bluntly:

“It is not possible to spend any prolonged
period visiting public school classrooms with-
out being appalled by the mutilation visible
everywhere—mutilation of spontaneity, of
joy in learning, of pleasure in creating, of
sense of self....”

That is a devastating indictment. But, he
goes on to say:

“Schools can be humane and still educate
well. They can be genuinely concerned with
galety and joy and individual growth and
fulfillment without sacrificing concern for
intellectual discipline and development. They
can be simultaneously child-centered and
subject-or-knowledge-centered. They can
stress aesthetic and moral education without
weakening the Three R's, They can do all
these things if—but only if—their structure,
content, and objectives are transformed.”

The late Dr. Abraham H. Maslow, the bril-
liant and pathfinding professor of Psychol-
ogy at Brandels University, and President of
the American Psychological Assoclation,
wrote (for the Tanglewood Symposium on
Music in American Society) of a new con-
ception of learning, of teaching, of education.

It holds, he said:

“That the function of education, the goal
of education—the human goal, the human-
istic goal, the goal so far as human beings
are concerned—is ultimately the self-actu-
alization of a person, the becoming fully
human, the development of the fullest height
that the human specles can stand up to
or that the particular individual can attain.
In a less technical way, it 1s helping the
person to become the best that he is able to
become.”
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TURNING POINT

Dr. Maslow felt that we were at a turn-
ing point. Something new, he said, was hap-
pening, There are discernible differences—
and these are not differences in taste or
arbitrary values. They are, he sald, empiri-
cal discoverles. They are new things that
have been found out. From them, he went
on, are generated all sorts of propositions
involving values and education.

“One,” he said, “is the discovery that the
human being has higher needs, which are a
part of his bilological equipment, the need
to be dignified, for instance, and to be re-
spected, and the need to be free for self-
development.”

Really effectlve education in the arts, he
said, is closer than standard core curriculum
to genuine education, the process of learn-
ing one's identity as an essential part of
education. “If education does not do that,”
he said, “it is useless.”

What education is, Dr. Maslow said, “is
learning to grow, learning what to grow
toward, learning what is desirable and un-
desirable, learning what to choose and what
not to choose.™

And he said he thought that the arts “are
50 close to our psychological and bilologlecal
core, so close to this identity, this biological
identity, that rather than think of these
courses as a sort of whipped or luxury cream,
they must become basic experiences in edu-
cation. I mean that this kind of education
can be a glimpse into the infinite, the ulti-
mate values. This intrinsic education may
very well have art education, music educa-
tion, and dancing education as its core.”

“Such experiences could very well serve
as the model, the means by which perhaps
we could rescue the rest of the school cur-
riculum from the value-free, value-neutral,
goalless meaninglessness into which it has
fallen.”

NO TIME

Yet, witness the Study of Education at
Stanford, considered by Fred Hechinger as
perhaps the most vital curricular statement
in a decade. In 10 volumes, it finds the space
to note only that, while there is widespread
student interest in active participation in
the arts, time did not allow extended consid-
eration of the subject.

A Harris poll, however, has documented
some of that interest. It showed that 18 per-
cent of the college senlors interviewed did
indeed have an interest in the arts; not as
an avocation, not as a sometime part of an
otherwise directed life-style, but as a full-
time way of living.

And what about freshmen? In a profile
compiled by the Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion, 9.2 percent of them chose the fine arts
as a probable major field of study, as coms-
pared to 16.2 percent who wanted to con-
centrate on business and 11.6 percent who
were interested in education.

The arts ranked third in the listing of
preferences, two notches ahead of the soclal
sclences and engineering which came In
fourth and fifth. As a career preference, to
be an artist was more Interesting to the
freshmen than to be a nurse, doctor, lawyer
or college teacher.

The most popular single probable career
category chosen was “undeclded” which
shows that, with regard to this area of
young people’s lives today, things haven't
changed much from the time I went to
college!

WANT MORE

What the young people are saying by poll,
deed and actlon—Woodstock, remember, has
been aptly called an atavistic rite—was
strongly put by the late Herbert Read, poet,
art historian and critic:

“If seeing and handling, touching and
hearing and all the refinements of sensation
that developed historieally in the conquest
of nature and the manipulation of material
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substances are not educed and tralned from
birth to maturity, the result is a being that
hardly deserves to be called human: a dull-
eyed, bored and listless automation whose one
desire is for violence in some form or other—
violent action, violent sounds, distractlons
of any kind that can penetrate to its dead-
ened nerves.”

The evidence is that students want some-
thing more than what they are getting. It is
evidence in abundance. Art and creativity are
essential to human beings and should be
central to education,

What we are attempting to get away from
is that prevalling concept of education de-
scribed by the writer, Peter Marin, in a now
famous essay also published in “This Maga-
zine,” which said, “students are asked to put
aside the best thing about themselves—thelr
own desires, impulses and ideas—In order to
‘adjust’ to an environment constructed for
children who existed 100 years ago, If at
all.”

The stimulus for setting up a pattern of
change in that environment was provided
by the Federal Government in 1965 with the
passage of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act which engendered the begin-
nings of partnership between the arts and
education. With funds available, the Office of
Education began encouraging school systems
and arts organizations to develop cooperative
projects. In that same year, the Endowment
was funded and we began to experiment with
similar projects, some in cooperation with
the Office of Education.

THEATRES FOR STUDENTS

For example, fogether we launched the
Laboratory Theatre project in 1867, which
enabled professional theatre companies In
Providence, New Orleans and Los Angeles to
provide live theatre to secondary school stu-
dents at the same time the plays were being
studied in the classrooms.

Then, in 1869, the Office of Education
transferred $100,000 to the National Endow-
ment for the purpose of placing professional
visual artists in six secondary schools dur-
ing the 1969-70 school year in California,
Colorado, Florida, Minnesota, Missourl and
Pennsylvania.

The program was directed by the Central
Midwestern Regional Educational Labora-
tory (CEMREL). It was carried out with the
cooperation of the six school boards who pro-
vided studio space, and otherwise incorpo-
rated the artists into the dally life of the
schools involved. The school systems had
been designated, after a good deal of work,
by the Endowment, the Office of Education,
CEMREL, and the National Art Education
Assoclation, your organization, to which we
had gone for information and counsel. Local
selection committees, working with the En-
dowment and with the advice of consultants,
then chose the six artists.

SUCCESS FORESEEN

While the program was just underway
when I became chalrman of the National
Endowment, it was clear from the beginning
it would meet with success. Also, the reports
on the endowment’s own modest poetry in
the schools program were equally gratifying.

In planning the Endowment's future role in
this area, we had advice and assistance from
many gquarters, including the states, 40 of
whom quickly responded by sending in pro-
posals for a total of 11 million dollars! The
Office of Education deliberated. The National
Council on the Arts deliberated.

But, if you will forgive another personal
aside, because I believe 1t accurately reflects,
though in far too simple terms, not so much
how my own thinking evolved, but the prin-
ciple on which the artists in the schools
program 1s based.

Some years before, I recalled my own utter
frustration at the Rockefeller Brothers Fund
when we tried to tackle on a research basis
the problems of the arts and education. I
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cannot tell you the number of books we
reviewed. I recall, too, the many conversa-
tions and meetings we had with many of you
in this audience. All portrayed in elaborate
phrases the importance of the arts, and in
more elaborate detall the great expanse of
frustrations being experienced.

Very simply, the artists in the schools pro-
gram, says: “Let's stop talking and writing
about how to put the arts meaningfully into
our schools, let’s just put some live artists
in and see what happens. Let's call on the
practitioner to help show us the way.”

MANY PROJECTS

And this iIs what is being done this year
with $800,000 Office of Education transfer
funds, plus supplemental Endowment
n:onies. There are projects involving some
300 professional artists working with teachers
and students in schools In 31 states spread
throughout 260 school districts.

Of course, not every single project is an
unqualified success, but the response is over-
whelmingly favorable.

It I1s my very great pleasure to joln Com-
missioner of Education Marland in announc-
ing today that the program will be continued
for the 1971-72 school year and expanded
into all 50 states.

There is another project, related to but
not part of the Artists in the Schools pro-
gram, that I would like to mention. It is the
College Entrance Examination Board Ad-
vanced Placement Program in Art and Musie,
which the Endowment is funding jointly with
the John D. Rockefeller 3rd Fund.

This is an innovative, and from our experi-
ence, a highly successful venture under which
high sci00l seniors of exceptional ability and
promise are enabled, through the provision
of college credits, to advance immediately
beyond the introductory college courses
otherwise mandatory for college freshmen,

There is a special session at the Conference
on Tuesday at 10:30, devoted to the Advanced
Placement Program and chaired by Kathryn
Bloom of the JDR 3rd Fund which will pro-
vide more information about this exciting
project. And In June an entire conference in
San Diego will focus on a detailed examina-
tion of this new system which promises so
much for the advancement of education in
America.

But, to return to Dallas, you will shortly see
the flim, “See, Touch, Feel” which relates the
experiences of three of the visual artists in
the 1969 program in the schools, Don Coen,
Mac Fisher and Charles Huntington.

GRATIFYING RESPONSE

We learmed a number of heartwarming
things from that first pilot project in 1969.
We learned that as word of sculptor Charles
Huntington’s presence spread, students from
other schools began to come in after their
regular school hours. His effect on the fac-
ulty was no less profound.

The school in which Huntington taught
was 90 per cent white. The school in which
Maec Fisher taught was 90 per cent black. The
response, in each case, was 100 per cent
positive.

In Mac Fisher’s school, in the inner city
of Philadelphia, an open studio was main-
tained so students could visit at any time,
for discussion groups or seminars or to ex-
periment with materials. And, because there
was & demand and need for it, the school
administration let up on the rule prohibit-
ing students from entering the building ex-
cept to attend assigned classes. Eventually
some T0 students were regularly taking an
active part in studio activities. That 1s how

a voluntary program should be,
As the school year drew to a close, Mac

Fisher's students got together a petition to
continue the artist and the project for an-
other year. In part, it said:

“His room provides a good atmosphere in
which the students can take pride. His value
to the faculty and the betterment of the
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school has been proven by his overwhelming
popularity from the time of his admission.”

Mac Fisher, need I say, stayed on.
GOOD RAPPORT

Elsewhere, in a rural school setting outside
Denver, artist Don Coen’s pupils found his
feellng for the natural environment so con-
tagious that they decided they wanted to
spread the feeling everywhere.

A teacher said: “I've been up there several
times and the kids still sort of scatter when
an adult comes in because that's the way
you're supposed to do in school, you're sup-
posed to scatter. But when the artist is there,
the kids just talk to him, which is kind of
neat, because if you really think about a
school, there's no place to talk to an adult
in school.”

There is the experience of the poet, Ken-
neth Koch, who has been teaching poetry to
third, fourth, and fifth graders in a public
school on the lower East side of Manhattan.
He had a student, Liza Bailey, now in the
fifth grade, who has begun to teach poetry
herself—to first-graders! It was her own idea.
It was a good one, and it was accepted.

Mr. Koch, who is also a professor of Eng-
lish and comparative literature at Columbia
University, has written a book about his
experlence called “Wishes, Lies and Dreams."”
A film with the same title has been made of
Mr. Koch at work and at play with the chil-
dren and it will be shown here at the con-
ference at one of your fllm sessions.

NATURAL POETRY

In his book, Mr. Koch says: “This year's
fifth graders, who have been writing poetry
on and off since third grade, turn out poems
as naturally as an apple tree turns out blos-
soms.” That is the best answer I know to
those who Insist that children must have
discipline and that artists do not have dis-
cipline. There are few things which require
more discipline than the writing of poetry;
indeed, the making of any art.

I'd like to quote a little more from Mr.
Koch’s book. His experience is so expansive.
He says, “. . . The power to see the world
in a strong, fresh and beautiful way is a
possession of all children. And the desire to
express that vislon is a strong ecreative and
educational force . . .”

His book is dedicated to Katherine Lappa,
his teacher of English in his junior year in
high school. Without her, he says, “I don't
believe I would ever have written poetry. Or,
if I had, it would have been much later and
starting from much further back. She en-
couraged me to be free and deep and extrava-
gant in what I wrote, so that I could find
what was hidden in me that I had to say,
and I think that now after all these years the
main thing I have found to add to what che
sald was to say it to more children and to say
it sooner.”

How many poets like Koch, will come out
of these classes? How many composers and
painters and sculptors? Maybe only a few.
But how many better educated human be-
ings? Many.

Dr. Charles Dorn, former executive secre-
tary of the NAEA, who served as ap invalu-
able consultant to the Artists in the Schools
Project from the early planning days, had
some observations I would like to share with
you because they go to the center of our

program—which is to extend it so that

it will change our educational processes.
OPTIMISTIC FUTURE

Looking to the future, a part of which is
now at hand, Dr. Dorn said he had great
hopes for the program if “those responsible
for its development will look to the artist
in residence model as something more than
another method of tinkering with a school
system. What should be most carefully noted
are the positive applications of the work-
ing relationships which can be developed be-
tween artists and students as the greatest




ay 18, 1971

plus factor in the development of educational
programs.”

That is what we are after,

The key to the Artists in the Schools pro-
gram is that we are placing artists in the
schools, artists to operate on their own—
outside the structure of constricting cur-
ricula.

Chuck Huntington told me recently he
would not participate In the program after
this year. Why? He said, “I'm learning all the
answers, I'm becoming an educator, not an
artist. I'm no longer qualified to carry out
the purposes of this program.”

The hope is that the artists will open in-
sights into the basic concepts of education
and establish criteria for some fundamental
and very much needed changes in curricula.

The idea is that art, by itself, is as lm-
portant within the totality of education as
mathematics, sclence, history and geography.

Moreover, the idea is that, properly en-
gaged In, art experienced this way hecomes
a way of seeing, feeling and thinking that
can serve as a gateway to other disciplines
of thought and knowledge.

In closing, I will read a part of a poem
by Marion Mackles, a third-grader in one of
Kenneth Koch's classes:

and I awoke and it was true

I saw everything I saw

sky of roses house of dalsies a tree
of orange a book of apple and

I loved it all and I lived with it for
the rest of my life.

A poet. A classroom. A child. A poem. An
experience. A gateway.

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION
HON. JOHN G. SCHMITZ

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. SCHMITZ. Mr. Speaker, an inter-
esting article dealing with the history of
the Genocide Convention and the impli-
cations for the United States should it
be approved by the Senate appeared in
Combat magazine of April 1, 1970.

The Genocide Convention is thought
by some to be an instrument which
would aid in preventing the mass ex-
termination of entire human groups,
an admirable objective, and it is there-
fore held to be a treaty to which we
should adhere.

Nothing could be further from the
facts of the matter. The Genocide Con-
vention as drawn does not protect those
people in the Communist controlled na-
tions who are actually subject to cam-
paigns of mass extermination. This fact
by itself would merely mean that this
convention was useless. However, while
the Genocide Convention does not protect
peoples subject to Communist initiated
liquidation campaigns, it does severely
jeopardize the essential freedoms of the
people of the United States.

Mr. Adolph Schweppe was chairman of
the American Bar Association “Com-
mittee on Peace and Law Through the
United Nations” in 1950 when the Bar
Association first recommended that the
Genocide Convention not be approved by
the Senate. Mr. Schweppe recently de-
ltailed some of the concessions made by
members of the U.S. delegation in the
United Nations committee which drew
up the Genocide Convention in the
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late 1940’s that led to the ABA recom-
mendation against approval of this
treaty in 1950 and to their continued
opposition to U.S. ratification.

Mr. Schweppe stated:

The United States delegation consistently
caved on important matters of principle, and
in order to get some kind of an agreement—
any kind—abjectly acquiesced in a draft that
is so faulty and confused that it does not pre-
vent genocide where it regularly goes on
(Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Africa,
Asia) but, in a welter of confusion, creates
new international crimes (the treaty be-
comes the supreme law of the land) that will
make endless troubles for the United States.

The record shows that these United Nations
committee meetings were a bit like the pres-
ent negotiations in Paris. We were always
making major concessions, the Communists
none,

Let me particularize a bit.

As originally drafted, the Convention in-
cluded “political” as well as “national, ethni-
cal, racial and religious groups.” The Soviets
announced that they wouldn't play unless
“political groups” were expunged from the
draft. They insisted on preserving the right
to assassinate and exterminate the political
opposition as essential to the safety of the
state. Interestingly, as the vote shows, they
were joined not only by the satellite Com-
munist countries but by a considerable group
of Latin American countries. Result: the
United States yielded, and “political groups”
were eliminated from the draft.

So now, notwithstanding wholesale ex-
termination of political dissidents in Hun-
gary, Czechoslovakia and Poland, for exam-
ple, nobody charges Communist Russia with
genocide. On the other hand, the United
States is vigorously charged with genocide in
the United Nations: You are familiar with
the book “We Charge Genocide”.

Next, in the historical development of the
Convention, United States representatives
insisted that there be included in the defini-
tion of genocide the words “with the com-
plicity of government,” an obviously correct
ingredient when related back to the Hitler
massacres by Nazi Germany. But the Com-
munists would have none of it, because their
governments themselves are the active agents
in dealing with dissidents. Result: this
United States position was rejected and the
United States acquiesced.

In addition to acquiescing in the exclusion
of “Political groups” and exclusion of the
phrase “with the complicity of government,”
the United States representatives agreed to
the definition that there must be an intent
to destroy the groups actually named “as
such,” thus rendering the Convention mean-
ingless. Soviet Russia and its cohorts could
readily approve it. This hopeless weakness in
the Convention has also been pointed cut in
an articles appearing in the Congressional
Record for July 6, 1849, p. A4510.

We also acquiesced in the injection of “part
of a group.” Thus genocide under this draft
can now be committed under the draft treaty
by a single individual against another single
individual—now a domestic crime, but lifted
by this convention to the level of an inter-
national crime, triable in the country where
committed.

Then our representatives acquiesced in in-
jecting “mental harm" into the Convention,
thus opening the way for a Pandora's box of
claims.

All in all, ours was a pathetic performance.
Out came a convention that the Soviets
could readily approve, and which surely will
cause us, if it becomes the supreme law of
the land (superseding state laws and consti-
tutions and existing laws of Congress) end-
less trouble. Nobody will charge the Com-
munists with Genoclde; they are immune.
But we will be, already have been, charged
as fair game."
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It becomes apparent that should this
treaty be approved by the Senate the
implications for our entire judicial
process would be staggering. For ex-
ample, take the case of Angela Davis, a
Negro Communist currently being tried
in California for complicity in the shot-
gun murder of Judge Harold Haley. If
the Genocide Convention were in effect
and Miss Davis were to be found guilty
and have the maximum sentence im-
posed, the judge who sentenced her, the
jury who found her guilty, the police
officers who arrested her, and all the
other officials involved in the case, could
theoretically be brought before the
World Court and charged with the crime
of genocide.

Although this might seem a bit far-
fetched, charges of even greater scope
have been leveled against the United
States in the past. In 1951 a Communist
front group charged the President of the
United States, the Supreme Court, the
Attorney General and the Department
of Justice, the States and officials of
Mississippi, Virginia, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama,
Florida, Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma,
and Texas with genocide against Negro
Americans under Article III of the Geno-
cide Convention.

A more recent attempt to bring charges
of genocide against the United States in
the United Nations took place last fall.
A group with substantial Communist
membership calling itself “The Emer-
gency Conference To Defend the Right
of the Black Panther Party To Exist”
organized a massive petition campaign
charging that—

The Genocide Convention, specifically de-
fined genocide as not only killing members
of the victimized group, but also measures
which, “cause serlous bodily or mental harm
to members of the group” and “infilct on the
group conditions of life calculated to bring
about its physical destruction in whole or in
part.” Do not the universally admitted facts
as to treatment of non-white peoples in the
United States fit these elements of the U.N.
definition of genocide?

Although the facts do not coincide
with the charges leveled, it is obvious
that the danger of having the United
States charged under the provisions of
the convention is more than theoretical.

On the other hand, should the North
Vietnamese Communists succeed in their
efforts to subjugate the rest of Southeast
Asia the Communists could not be held
accountable under the Genocide Conven-
tion for exterminating the million or more
South Vietnamese people who are cur-
rently on the North Vietnamese liquida-
tion list. This killing would be done for
political reasons, a provision of the con-
vention which, as Mr. Schweppe points
out, the Soviet Union was eareful to have
removed from the treaty.

There are other points which weigh
heavily against the approval of this
treaty by the Senate. The “mental harm”
clause in the treaty opens the door for
serious abridgement of our first amend-
ment right of free speech. And, as the
Combat article states, the convention has

no statute of limitations and no prohibi-
tion against double jeopardy.
All things considered, the Genocide
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Convention is worse than useless and
quite possibly the most egregious treaty
ever reported out of the Senate Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. It is gratifying
to find that five Senators voted against
reporting it out.

The Genocide Convention does not
prevent genocide where genocide is in
fact occurring or likely to occur, it in-
fringes on the U.S. right to try its own
people, an essential aspect of national
sovereignty, and strips us of some of our
most basic constitutional rights. It must
not be approved.

The Combat report follows:

THE LITTLE-ENOWN BACKGROUND OF THE

GENOCIDE CONVENTION

A COMBAT REPORT

Almost 25 years ago American statesmen
played a leading role in drafting a Genoclde
Convention, which seeks to prevent and to
punish acts intended to destroy a national,
ethnle, racial or religious group. With memo-
ries fresh of Nazl extermination camps, and
even a few whispers of Soviet atrocities (e.g.,
Katyn Forest), Americans helped write it.
The Convention was adopted by the United
Natlons on Dec. 8, 1948, and about two years
later 20 UN member states had ratified the
Convention and it then became effective. The
UN is many times larger today, more than
70 natlons have now ratified the Genocide
Convention, but it i1s still something less
than the law of the world.

The United States is the most prominent
holdout, and an intensive propaganda cam-
paign is underway to get the U.8. Senate to
ratify it.

The Convention has languished in Senate
pigeonholes for more than 20 years. Back
in' June, 1949, President Truman sent the
Convention to the Senate for ratification.
Hearings were held by a special subcommit-
tee of the Foreign Relations Committee.
Senate approval was recommended. But the
parent committee, no doubt persuaded by
other arguments and other judgments, falled
to recommend ratification. There the matter
has rested ever since.

President Nixon, fortified by a statement
from Attorney Generai Mitchell denying
Constitutional objectlons to the Convention,
has asked the Senate once again for its ap-
proval. The chief prod to the Senate in the
renewed Administration interest in the Con-
vention has been Mrs, Rita E. Hauser, named
by Nixon as U.S. representative on the UN's
Human Rights Commission,

Besides Senate apathy In the face of Mrs.
Hauser's incessant demands to get on with
the business of ratification, she has also been
stymied by the disapproval of the American
Bar Association. The ABA has always taken a
position against the Genocide Conventlon.

Despite {ts members undoubted abhorrence
of genocide the ABA just recently rejected a
recommendation that it urge the Senate to
approve the Genocide Convention. The vote
in the ABA’s House of Delegates was close,
130 to 126, and it ran counter to the recom-
mendations of the ABA’'s own Section of In-
dividual Rights and Responsibilities. Chalr-
man of the Section: Mrs. Rita Hauser. She
says she will carry on: "The American Bar
Association's views are important, but they
do not make foreign policy in this eountry.”

Opponents of the Genocide Convention
generally argue that the wording of the Con-
vention is so vague as to pose danger to
even so basic a right as free speech, and
that the treaty would open up U.S. citizens
to trial and punishment not only in US.
courts but by a “competent tribunal” of
the nation in which it is alleged “the act
was . committed” or by an “infernational
penal tribunal. Thus, U.S. prisoners of war
might be tried in North Vietnam courts on
charges of genocide, under color of the Con-
vention. The treaty provides for no statute
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of limitation and contains no prohibition
agalnst double jeopardy, and facllitates ex-
tradition. Thus, accused Americans used to
American standards of justice could be tried
and punished in foreign courts years after
the alleged genocidal acts or Incitements,
even if already cleared, say, by a U.S. court.
If tried before an “international penal tri-
bunal,” there is no assurance that any of
its judges would be trained in the English
or American concepts of Justice.

Critics of the Convention protest also that
terms used in the treaty are broad and
dangerously vague, especially when subject
to the interpretation of foreign jurists and
not protected by the U.S. Constitution and
Bill of Rights. “National, ethnical, racial or
religious groups" are not defined. What 1is
“Intent to destroy ... in part" such a
“group?” What causes “serious mental
harm?”

The dangers are not theoretical. The
United States has been accused of genocide
before, by U.S. citizens, in a complaint to
the United Nations.

Back in 1951 the Civil Rights Congress,
an easily-recognized Communist front group,
assembled a lengthy bill of particulars alleg-
ing the TUnited States was engaged in a
genocidal campaign against Negro Ameri-
cans. Citing Article III of the Genocide Con-
vention the petitioners charged with com-
plicity in genocide: the President of the
United States, Congress, the Supreme Court,
the Attorney General and the Department
of Justice, the states and officlals of Missls-
sippi, Virginia, North Carolina, South Car-
olina, Georgla, Alabama, Florida, Louisiana,
Arkansas, Oklahoma and Texas, plus nu-
merous individuals by name.

The Civil Rights Congress petition, sub-
mitted to the General Assembly, sald it was
tendered “on behalf of the Negro people
in the interest of peace and democracy,
charging the 'Government of the TUnited
States of America with violation of the Char-
ter of the United Natlons and the Conven-
tion on the Prevention of and Punishment
of the Crime of Genocide.”

The CRC petition, which fills a 200-page
book, 15 a compendium of lynchings of Ne-
groes in the U.S. Southeast, and elsewhere,
along with citations of other offenses, some
unquestionably brutal, illegal and unpun-
ished. Many of the allegations, though, were
unsupported, debatable, or irrelevant. It mat-
tered not. The CRC was determined to prove
in its brief that “central in the conspiracy
to commit genocide against the Negro people
of the United States is the Government of
the United States. . . . And so its UN' peti-
tion exposed to the UN, for all to see, what
they thought was the root cause of the
problem.

“We have maintained,” said the petitioners,
“that monopoly capital is the prime mover
in this conspiracy to commit genocide be-
cause of the [money] 1t derives annually
from it, and because of the political and
economic control it maintains though it. We
have alleged that the Government of the
United States is the creature of this monop-
oly capital. This is definitely proved by
the fact that almost every key government
post in the fabulously lucrative mobilization
for war [the Eorean War was then in its
second year] is held by Wall Street repre-
sentatives.” There followed a list of govern-
ment officlals with Wall Street connections,
which substituted for any proof that geno-
cide was the natural result of Wall Street's
desires to finance war and maximize profits.

The CRC's petition asked the UN General
Assembly to declare the US. guilty of geno-
cide against Negroes, to demand the TU.S,
“stop and prevent the crime of genocide,”
and to condemn the U.S. for failing to ob-
serve its obligations under the UN Charter
and the Genoelde Convention.

The petition was presented by the national
executive secretary of the Civil Rights Con-
gress, Willlam L. Patterson, on behalf of 93
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petitioners (see box). Patterson was at that
time & member of the Communist Party,
U.8.A, rising later to public leadership, and
the petitioners included a number of other
equally well-known Communists.

Patterson later argued, Jn an article in the
CP’s theoretical journal, Political Affairs,
that since the Genoclde Convention had
been ratified by the required number of na-
tions, the U.S. was legally bound to observe
it “even without signing.”

The petition to the UN was, admittedly,
touchy. Uncle Sam was and is, after all, the
UN'’s principal financial supporter as well as
its host, and American citizens probably
wouldn't idly watch the nation be politically
decapitated, or even embarrassed. Remember,
the alleged criminals included the President,
the Congress, the Supreme Court, eleven
states, to say nothing of those Wall Street
financiers,

So the UN accepted the CRC petition. The
Secretariat prepared a confidential summary
for the Commission on Human Rights, and
sent a copy of the petition along to the U.S.
government. As if the U.8. government, leg-
islative, executive and judicial branches,
wasn't already aware of it—the Civil Rights
Congress was flooding the country with tens
of thousands of coples of it, waging a full-
scale propaganda campalgn around it. As it
turned out in this instance, though, the
whole matter of alleged genocide in the U.S.
went no further. It was submitted to the In-
ternational Court of Justice as demanded. No
special “international penal tribunal” was
convened, The rituals of paper-shuffing were
observed and the petition was tucked out of
sight on a shelf in the UN Archives where It
remains today, like a ticking time bomb.

The 1951 genocide petition is almcst for-
gotten now. But the charge of genocide is
heard agaln, and again. The Black Panthers,
who openly admit to a calculated campaign
to kill police, conduct their war behind the
protection of a propaganda barrage accusing
police of waging a genocidal war against
them. Panther attorney Charles Garry's fa-
mous claim that police had killed 28 Black
Panthers reduced, upon examination, to only
a handful, and in circumstances suggesting
that in every case but one (currently under
investigation) the action was begun by Pan-
thers and the police were responding in un-
doubted performance of their duties as peace
officers.

Over in Europe the late Bertrand Russell
financed and blessed a “‘war crimes tribunal®
that held stacked hearings in several cities,
always arriving at a conclusion accusing the
U.S. of genocide. Two international Commu-
nist organizations, the International Asso-
clation of Democratic Lawyers and the World
Federation of Trade Unions, also have ac-
cused the U.S. of genocide in Vietnam, and
could—at a time convenient to Moscow—
begin agitation to bring the US. up on
charges.

A former judge of the International Court
of Justice, Phillp C, Jessup, recently be-
moaned the fact that “there ls not on this
date a single case on the docket. . . .” Should
the U.S. ratify the Genocide Convention it is
possible that the business of the world court
would pick up, and the U.S. might find itself
on trial because the Convention is so easily
subject to abuse by those who wish i1l to the
United States.

PEORIA CORRECTS THE RECORD

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, my home-
town of Peoria, Ill, has been in the
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national news during the past few days,
resulting from a story in the New York
Times about Peoria being one of only a
few cities in the country where the un-
employment rate has gone down rather
than up in the past year. Then, Mr. John
Kenneth Galbraith had some comment
about intellectual women and his advice
that it was better for them to “live in
sin” with a man rather than get married
and let him take them off to live in
Peoria.

The Peoria Journal Star edition of
May 13, 1971, carries an editorial re-
sponse to both of these issues and I ask
that the editorial be placed in the RECORD
at this point.

Iinclude the article as follows:

A PuncH AND A LICK

Peoria got it in both eyes this week.

The hardest punch came from the New
York Times which in a half-way competent
article gave its readers a somewhat distorted
picture of Peorla.

Then all the way from London came a lick
from the twiddling tongue of John Kenneth
QGalbraith, the philosopher-king.

It is, of course, difficult to see clearly with
one eye blackened and the other roiled, but
punch back we must. So here goes:

TO EDITORS OF THE NEW YORK TIMES

Next time you send a correspondent to
Peoria, pick a man who can tell that Peoria’s
“red-brick city hall” is made of red sand-
stone, that “the winding river in East Peoria”
is only a wide-spot in the Illinois River, and
that those “scarlet azaleas” out on Grand
View Drive are really only redbud trees.

Such a reporter might know the differ-
ence between writing that “‘crosses are being
burned” in Peoria's South Side and the fact
that on one night in one school yard one
cross was found burning.

Such a reporter might have been able to
plumb in some detail why unemployment de-
clined in Peoria last year while it rose steeply
in most of the rest of the nation.

There is still a story to be found by the
Times here, but, please, don't produce
another typical, worn-out cliche story about
Peoria, “the symbol of Main Street normality”
and home town of Fibber McGhee and
Molly.

TO JOHN KENNETH GALBRAITH

You made a lot of people mad the other
day when you unconsciously slurred not only
all of the men of Peoria and Gallup, N.M.,
but almost all of the women of the world.

We know how much you love to spoof
Presidents and intellectuals, but you should
realize that your lofty wit is sometimes mis-
understood by the little men and women
who look up to you from places like Peoria
and Gallup.

Most men, of course, agree with you when
you say "“very bright women" should pre-
serve their careers by having “affairs” in-
stead of marriages. Many of us would even
go further and extend this license to have
affairs even to women who aren’t very bright.

Next tlme you're interviewed, please think
about including women who aren't very
bright in your scheme—unless you really
want to hurt thelr feelings.

People who aren’t very bright get their
feelings hurt easily. You should know this.

But more important, men of “intellectual
incompetence” who marry bright women and
take them off to places like Peoria and Gallup
simply are not capable of matching insults
with you. It's not a fair fight.

So lay off of us, Ken. But keep up your
fight to liberate women.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

EXPERT OPINION UNDERSCORES
NIXON ADMINISTRATION ERROR
ON DEPRECIATION PROPOSALS

HON. CHARLES A. VANIK

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 17, 1971

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, the Nixon
administration has persisted in its claim
that the proposed multibillion-dollar
change in depreciation policy can be
carried out without the participation of
Congress.

For the Recorp, I would like to intro-
duce a memorandum prepared for the
White House by a senior Treasury De-
partment official. This memorandum
presents the view that congressional
action would, indeed, be required to
abolish the reserve ratio test while
shortening guideline lives.

(See exhibit 1.)

I would like to introduce for the RECORD
seven statements from tax professors
from across the country. These legal au-
thorities have carefully examined the
controversy, and have concluded that
the President does not have the author-
ity he claims to enact this expensive
measure without the participation of
Congress. Earlier, the extensive studies
of Boris Bittker, Sterling professor of
law at Yale University, and Bernard
Wolfman, dean of the University of
Pennsylvania Law School, were sub-
mitted for the record as well.

I believe that the considered opinions
of these men underscore the error of the
Nixon administration in encroaching
upon the constitutional prerogatives of
Congress with the depreciation pro-
posals, which will cost the country some
$36  billion in lost revenues unless
withdrawn by the Treasury Department
or invalidated in court.

The above-mentioned material fol-
lows:

ExHIBIT 1
MEMORANDUM ToO THE HoONORABLE PETER M.

FLANIGAN, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT

This will set forth our initial conclusions
as to the scope of our administrative author-
ity in liberalizing depreciation allowances.

Our judgment is that we could reduce the
existing “guldeline lives" for newly acquired
assets by as much as 20 percent without leg-
islation if we retain the “reserve ratio test.”
We would then a.pp!y the reserve ratio test
as if this additional shortening of lives had
not occurred so that the benefits of this
liberalization would be preserved but no
greater henefits would be granted. This appli-
cation would extend to persons presently us-
ing asset lives shorter than the guldelines so
that they would have the same opportunity
to reduce their lives on newly acquired assets
(they are presently permitted, if I may over-
simplify, to verify shorter-than-guideline-
lives by demonstrating they do not violate
the reserve ratio test). The liberalization
would not extend to buildings or other real
estate improvements, except certain special
purpose facilities.

The revenue cost of this change would be
$800 million in the first full year of opera-
tion increasing to $3.7 billion by the fifth full
year of operation. Thus, the Incentive effect

builds up gradually. The average incentive
effect 1s roughly equivalent to a 3.5 percent
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reduction in asset prices, being somewhat
less for short-lived assets and greater for
long-lived assets.

If it were desirable to create a greater ini-
tial incentive effect, we could also act admin-
istratively to permit a “three-fourths™ year
convention for the year of acquisition of
such assets rather than our existing *“half-
yvear” convention. Under the existing rule,
for example, all rassets acquired in a year
may be treated as if they were acquired on
July. 1, so that one-half of the first year's
depreciation may be taken without regard to
when the assets are actually acquired in the
year: Under the “three-fourths” convention,
we would instead treat all assets acquired
during the year as if acquired on April 1.
Our judgment, again, is that this is the limit
of prudent exercise . of administrative
authority.

The average incentive effect of this change
would be roughly equivalent to a 2.3 percent
reduction in asset prices; here, however, the
benefit is greater for short-lived assets and
less for long-lived assets, The combined effect
is comparable to a relatively uniform 6 per-
cent reduction in asset prices. The revenue
loss from both changes combined would be
$3.0 billion in the first full year of operation
increasing to about $4.9 billion in the fifth
full year of operation. The loss from the
“three-fourths year” convention alone in
these years would be, respectively, $1.8 and
$1.0 billion, but the changes reinforce one
another when combined and result in a
somewhat greater revenue loss.

We would recommend against implement-
ing the *“three-fourths year" convention
alone: the sounder basis for exercise of ad-
ministrative authority is in reducing lives
while retaining the reserve ratlo fest, and
we can better justify the change in conven-
tion as an adjunct of this change. We recom-
mend that the change in lives be limited to
new asset acquisitions to concentrate the
incentive effect. We could arguably justify
the difference on the ground that an increas-
ing rate of technological advance justifies
shortening lives for newer equipment coming
on stream, although we have no clear proof
of this. We do not propose to extend the
change to real estate improvement because
existing tax biases favoring real estate
improvement make  additional incentives
undesirable. Further, it would increase the
revenue cost $300 million in the first year
and this would rise to $800 million in the fifth
year.

We recall an oral commitment, by the
Secretary or Ed Cohen at some stage In con-
nection with repeal of the investment credit,
to consult with the committees before
liberalizing depreciation allowances. Thus, we
feel that before any decisions are made, the
matter should first be discussed with John
Byrnes and Senator Bennett, then with Wil-
bur Mills and Senator Long, and if it then
seems appropriate, with the Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation, In effect, we
would feel that they should have almost the
equivalent of a veto power over any such
liberalization.

You inquired whether these are the maxi-
mum we could do. The limits of our admin-
istrative authority in this area are very vague,
and the limits outlined above are merely our
judgment as to the extent we should go with-
out legislation. We would, for example, have
reservations as to our administrative author-
ity to abandon the reserve ratlo test com-
pletely without legislation. The reserve ratio
test is the ultimate test of the propriety of
the guideline lives for any particular taxpayer
by reference to the pattern of his actual re-
placement experience, and thus it is the link
to the usefull life concept of the statute. We
probably could Jjustify, however, some in-
crease In the tolerance levels beyond the
present 20 percent. This would relieve firms
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or industries which presently have a longer
replacement cycle than the guideline lives
of the impact of the test for some additional
period of time. Obviously, however, this does
not create an incentive to modernize equip-
ment or otherwise to make new capital expen-
ditures; it merely provides tax relief for the
affected firms or industries.

Many other combinations are possible. We
have not, for example, excluded short-lived
assets, as does the President’s Task Force on
Business Taxation. The Task Force recom-
mends a 40 percent shortening of guideline
lives except that no shortening would be
provided for guideline lives of five years or
less and no shortening to a life of less than
five years would be provided. We, however,
can see no less reason for stimulating invest-
ment in short-lived than in long-lived assets.
The principal assets in the short-lived class
are automobiles and trucks. As a practical
matter, no taxpayer will shorten lives to less
than three years, even if the option is avalil-
able, because assets with a life of less than
three years do not qualify for the accelerated
depreciation methods. If you have any ques-
tions, please let me know,

JoHN S. NoLAN,
Acting Assistant Secretary.
NEw YORK UNIVERSITY,
New York, N.Y., April 26, 1971.
Re: Asset depreciation range system.
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
Washington, D.C.

DearR Sm: These comments relate to the
proposed amendments to the Income Tax
Regulations providing for depreciation based
on asset depreciation ranges, as published in
the Federal Register for March 13, 1971, 36
F.R. 4885.

My initial reaction to these regulations
was that they went well beyond what the
Treasury could do as an administrative mat-
ter. Recently, I have had an opportunity to
go over Professor Boris 1. Bittker's state-
ment dealing with the Treasury's authority
to Issue these regulations. I have also exam-
ined the memorandum prepared by Coving=-
ton & Burling in answer to Professor Bitt-
ker, and his response to that memorandum.
This review makes even clearer to me the
fact that these changes really cannot be
made administratively.

I have also reviewed the statement of Pro-
fessor Robert Eisner of Northwestern on the
economic aspects of the proposals, That
statement makes a strong case for the propo-
sition that the depreclation range proposals
are wrong as a matter of policy.

I urge you to reexamine your position with
respect to the depreciation range proposals
and, hopefully to withdraw them.

Sincerely yours,
JoBN Y. TAGGART,
Professor of Law.

CHAMPAIGN, ILL.,
April 22, 1971.
OFFICE oF COMMISSIONER
OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
Internal Revenue Building
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: I am writing to urge that the
Treasury Department withdraw its proposed
“Asset Depreciation Range System" regula-
tions, As ably stated by Professor Boris I.
Bittker in his comprehensive memorandum
upon this proposal, there is a serious ques-
tion as to the statutory authority for this
action. In addition, there is a fundamental
policy issue involved with respect to these
proposed regulations which would provide
by unilateral administrative action substan-
tial tax relief for a special class of taxpayers.

In large measure, the effectiveness of our
income tax is premised upon bona fide self-
assessment. This in turn is premised upon
public confidence that the income tax laws
are administered fairly and equltably for all
taxpayers without favor or discrimination.
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In my view, the proposed “ADR" regulations
seriously undermine that confidence. I re-
spectfully submit that a significant change
in tax depreciation policy is a matter for
Congressional determination.
Respectfully yours,
J. NeLsoN YoOUNG,
Professor of Law.
LAaw ScHoOL OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY,
Cambridge, Mass., April 12, 1971.
Re: The asset depreciation range system.
CoMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: These comments relate to the
proposed Asset Depreclation Range System
regulations that were published in the Fed-
eral Register on March 13, 1971.

TREASURY AUTHORITY TO ISSUE THE
REGULATIONS

I have read the statement recently sub-
mitted to you by Boris I. Bittker, Sterling
Professor of Law at Yale University, in which
he concludes that introduction of the ADR
System exceeds the Treasury's authority in
several respects. I endorse Professor Bittker’s
reasoning and views, Like him, I have con-
siderable doubt as to the Treasury's author-
ity to issue the proposed incentive-oriented
Asset Depreclation Range System regulations
for newly acquired assets. Adoption of the
ADR System is a decision that should be
made by Congress.

LEGAL PROBLEMS WILL LESSEN INCENTIVE EFFECT
OF PROPOSALS

To the extent that the business world is
advised by its tax lawyers that the legality
of the ADR regulations is in doubt—and I
believe there will be substantial advice to
that eflect—the Administration's Incentive
objectives will not be achieved. Firms are
unlikely to invest in new assets which would
not otherwise have been acquired if they
are uncertain about obtaining the deprecia-
tion advantages offered by the proposed regu-
lations. While the regulations would there-
fore not motivate additional new investment,
any investment which occurs in gqualified
assets will nevertheless cause a revenue loss.

THE PROPOSALS WILL CREATE ADMINISTRATIVE
PROBLEMS

To the extent that the Commissioner’s
power to discriminate against preexisting or
foreign assets is doubtful, it may be antici-
pated that some if not many taxpayers will
claim that the ADR System must apply to
existing and forelgn assets as well as to
newly acquired ones, The potential revenue
loss and administrative headaches which will
result from such claims are not lightly to be
ignored.

FPROPOSED

CONCLUSION
The proposed Asset Depreciation Range
System regulations should be withdrawn.
OLIVER OLDMAN,
Professor of Law,
Director, International Fax Program.

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
ScHoOL oF Law,
Bloomington, Ind., April 16, 1971.
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
Washington, D.C.

DEar CommIssiONER: I have recently had
an opportunity to read Professor Bittker's
memorandum concerning the Treasury's
Proposed Regulations on liberalized depreci-
ation—the ADR system. I agree completely
with the memorandum and urge you to with-
draw the regulations.

The power of Congress to determine tax
rates has been jealously guarded throughout
our country's history. The Executive has
sought power to adjust tax rates on many
occasions and it has not been granted except
in the recent Interest Equalization Tax pro-
visions and except as Incident to the Treaty
making power. It is clearly illegal for the
Treasury to vary the tax rates for one sector
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of the economy without an explicit grant
of authority. There is certainly no doubt that
an arbitrary variation in the rules governing
deductions for depreciation is a rate adjust-
ment, as the percentage depletion deduction
and the corporate dividends received deduc-
tion demonstrate.

There is also at stake an issue beyond
problems of taxation. Ageney rule-making is
a8 growing phenomenon which is of vital
importance in our society. Irresponsible rule-
making, such as the ADR proposals, can only
set back the development of a legitimate
rule-making function for administrative
agencies and bureaucracies.

Thank you for your consideration of this
matter,

Yours truly,
WitLiam D. POPKIN,
Assistant Professor of Law.,
THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN
Law ScHOOL,
Madison, Wis., April 26, 1971.
Re: The asset depreciation range system.
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: T wish to record my strenuous
objection to the proposed regulations (pub-
lished March 13, 1971) that would adopt the
so-called Asset Depreciation Range System.

I have long been impressed with the writ-
ings of Professor Robert Eisner. As long ago
as 1959, in his trenchant article in the Tax
Revision Compendium, Professor Eisner ex-
posed the fallacies underlying the claims that
the Secretary of the Treasury has recently
made for the Asset Depreciation Range Sys-
tem. His conclusions then, and in his letter
to you dated April 12, 1971, specifically re-
lating to your ADR proposals cannot be
faulted. It is clear, therefore, that the bil-
lions of dollars of revenue that will be lost
through the ADR can much better be used
in any of a number of other ways.

I have also read with care the legal memo-
randum submitted to you by Professor Boris
Bittker. I fully agree with his conclusions
concerning the impropriety of attempting to
bypass Congress on an issue involving such
drastic changes in the law and such great
economic consequences,

Sincerely,
WoLiam A, KLEIN,
Professor of Law.

COMMENTS ON TREASURY'S PROPOSED SUBSTI-
TUTION OF CoST RECOVERY ALLOWANCES FOR
DEPRECIATION

(By Charles Davenport)

The President’s recent announcement of
certain changes in the administration of tax
depreciation raises a number of serious ques-
tions. The guestions are serious because the
President proposes to give annual tax relief
ranging from $800,000,000 to $4.7 billion over
the next decade, through an executive deci-
sion to change depreciation of business
assets. But some of the questions would be
Just as serious if smaller amounts of revenue
were involved.

In view of the care Congress exercises in
dealing with tax matters, should the Presi-
dent unilaterally burden our revenue raising
process with the fask of stimulating eco-
nomic growth? What kind of an impact does
the device chosen by the President have on
various taxpayers? Is there solld evidence
which indicates that the device chosen is
likely to achieve the desired result? What
impact does all this have on the science of
government?

After first describing the new rules and
discussing some of the accompanying rheto-
ric, this paper deals briefly with these
questions.

WHAT THE NEW RULES DO

The new rules deal with depreciation of
business machinery and equipment. Histori-
cally, depreclation has been a technique of
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allowing a taxpayer to recover from business

revenue the cost of assets used in the busi-

ness, over the period of use by the taxpayer.’

The new rules will modify this technique as

described below.

1. The establishment of a capital cost re-
covery allowance (herein of asset deprecia-
tion ranges)

At present, the Internal Revenue Service
employs a so-called guide-line life under
which taxpayers are permitted to write off
assets in accordance with a schedule which
prescribes useful lives for very broad cate-
gories of assets. The taxpayer who chooses to
use this method must, however, demonstrate
that his asset retirement and replacement
practices are consistent with the use of that
life. Except for tolerances built in for admin-
istrative convenience, depreciation in any one
year may not exceed that produced by refer-
ence to the period for which taxpayers actu-
ally use their assets.

Under the Treasury announcement, there
would be no need for a taxpayer to demon-
strate consistency between his depreciation
practices and the actual useful life of his
property. Instead, the Treasury would pre-
scribe a range of lives for broad asset cate-
gories, and the taxpayer may use any life in
that range. For example, let us suppose a tax-
payer who buys an asset which he can rea-
sonably expect to use for a ten-year period.
Let us also suppose that the asset has a
guideline life of 10 years. Under existing rules,
the taxpayer must depreciate the asset over
the 10 years of expected use. Under the new
system, the taxpayer may pick any life be-
tween 8 years (20% less than the present
guideline life of 10 years) and 12 years (20%
more than the present guideline life of 12
years).? He could write off the cost over the
life selected by him, and the Internal Reve-
nue Service would not be permitted to ques-
tion whether this write-off was at all con-
sistent with the taxpayer's retirement and
replacement practices. A taxpayer could do
the same even if he thought that he would
use the asset for 20 years.

This is a wholly new concept of deprecia-
tion because it permits a deduction meas-
ured by an arbltrary schedule rather than
by the taxpayer's anticipated use of an asset.
It is often called a capital cost recovery
allowance and is said to be in use in other
industrialized tax systems. In this country,
however, such a system has not been con-
sidered generally appropriate because it has
no relation to economic income, and for the
most part, our concept of taxable income is
built on economic income.

2. Elimination of the reserve ratio test

Part and parcel of this wholly new capital
cost recovery allowance is the elimination of
the reserve ratio test. The reserve ratlo test
is a procedure which tests whether the tax-
payer’s retirement and replacement prac-
tices are consistent with the depreciation de-
ductions he claims, l.e., whether his depre-
clation is consistent with his actual use of
assets. But such a device has no place in a
cost recovery allowance system because in
such a system the deduction is allowable
without regard to the period of asset use.

1This example assumes that the taxpayer
is using straight line depreciation. If he is
using a declining balance method of depreci-
ation, the rate is spplied to the full cost
without reduction for salvage value. Thus,
the elimination of salvage value will not be
of benefit to those who are using a declining
balance method of depreciation,

2The President’s January announcement
and that by then Secretary Kennedy did not
include the so-called “repair allowance.”
That was not revealed until the proposed
regulations. The remarks made herein are
not directed toward that allowance. It, how-
ever, appears to be more of the same.
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Thus, the elimination of the reserve ratio
test is a necessary second step in shifting
from & depreciation system to the capital
cost recovery allowance system.

3. Elimination of salvage value

The taxpayer will also be given the alterna-
tive to disregard salvage value in computing
his depreciation allowances. No asset may
be depreciated below its salvage value, how-
ever. The message carried in this apparent
double talk boils down to a further accelera-
tlon of depreciation. Thus, If a taxpayer
today were to buy an asset for $10 which had
a $2 salvage value, the depreciable amount
would be $8. The amount of annual depre-
ciation would be determined by applying a
depreciation rate against the $8.° This would
continue until such time as the entire $8 had
been written off. Under the revised method,
the depreciation rate (as Increased by the
new system) will be applied to $10. However,
the depreciation must cease entirely when
the full §8 has been depreciated. The eflect
of course is to advance the time that the
depreciation is claimed.

4. First year convention

In addition, there will be an alternative to
the present convention concerning deprecia-
tion in the year that an asset acquired. At
present one half of a full year’s depreclation
may be deducted in the year in which the
equipment is placed in service regardless of
whether the asset was acquired in January
or December. Under the convention pre-
seribed in the announcement, a full year's
depreciation on assets acquired in the first
half of the year may be taken. Assets acquired
in the second half of the year will continue
to qualify for one half year's depreciation.

One can compare the new system to the
present convention by assuming that asset
acquisitions and their costs are relatively
uniform throughout the year. As so viewed,
the existing rules may be looked upon as
allowing one-half of a year's depreciation for
all assets bought during the year. Using the
same assumption, the new convention would
allow three quarters of a year's depreciation
on all of the assets purchased in the year.
The result then is to allow an additional
one-quarter of a year's depreciation on the
taxpayer’s asset acquisitions for the year.

5. Conclusion

These then are the things which the Presi-
dent has stated he has approved. The net
effect of them is to accelerate the taking of
depreciation deductions. Under the an-
nouncement, in 1971 depreciation deductions
will be greater by about $6.0 billion. By 1976,
annual deductions would be about £9.1 bil-
lions over what they would if no change were
made. Nearly all of these increased deduc-
tions will be claimed by corporations. For the
most part, these additional deductions will
not result in reduced depreciation deductions
in the future. A simple example will demon-
strate this effect.

Let us suppose a taxpayer who has 5
assets each costing $100. Each has a useful
life of 6 years, and the taxpayer replaces one
each year, His current depreciation is $100
per year.!* In the first four years of the new
system, he will claim total depreciation de-
ductions of $450 rather than $400, or 850
more than now allowed. In the fifth year,
his deductions under the new system will
be $100 for that year and each year there-
after until he ceases his asset purchases or
the new system is repealed, He will thus have
had an extra 850 of deductions which will
not be recovered by the Government until

8 Business Tazation, Report of the Presl-
dent’s Task Force on Business Taxation, Sep-
tember, 1970, at p. 29.

¢ Tax Depreciation Policy Options: Meas-
ures of Effectiveness and Estimated Revenue
Losses, (CONGRESSIONAL REcCORD, vol. 118, pt.

20, p. 25684.)

15711

asset acquisitions cease or until the new
system is eliminated. The new rules thus
do not simply defer tax. Rather there is a
permanent revenue loss.

RHETORIC

The President's statement contains a num-
ber of misleading assertions.

1. Lack of authorization of the statute

Implicit in the President’s statement is
the assumption that the Internal Revenue
Service is authorized by the statute to make
the announced changes. The claim is that
the statute authorizes a reasonable allow-
ance for depreciation; that the Department
of Treasury is authorized to prescribe means
of ascertailning a reasonable depreciation
allowance; and that the system outlined in
the announcement Is just such a means, The
difficulty with this argument lies in the last
step. The capital cost recovery allowance
produced under the announcement does not
result in a reasonable allowance.

In the past, a reasonable allowance for
depreciation has been measured by spread-
ing the cost of a depreciable asset over the
number of years it was to be used by the
taxpayer. Once the pertinent period was
ascertained, there were a number of methods
by which specific amounts were allocated to
different years during this period. In all
cases, however, the assumption was that the
total cost was to be allocated over the rea-
sonably anticipated period of use of the asset.

Under the technique announced by the
President, this assumption that asset cost is
to be distributed over the period of use by
an individual taxpayer disappears. Rather,
the cost of assets may be written off over
a period designated by the Treasury. The
new scheme amounts to a license to the tax-
payer to write off over a stated period the
cost of an asset without any relation to his
investment and replacement policies. This
technique will not yield a reasonable al-
lowance for depreclation except accidentally.
For example, for taxpayers who would nor-
mally use an asset for 10 years, the ability
to write its cost off agalnst income In, say,
a G-year period will not yield a reasonable
allowance. In the first six years the allow=-
ance is excessive. In the last four years there
is no allowance. Since we know ahead of
time that these results will occur, the al-
lowance is not reasonable during either pe-
riod. The system thus is not designed to
yield a reasonable allowance and thus is not
authorized by the statute,

Indeed the President himself notes that
the announcement was based upon the prod-
uct of his Task Force on Business Taxation.
In its report, dated September, 1970, the
Task Force recommended that the present
depreciation system be scrapped in favor of
a so-called cost recovery allowance. It had
recommended using periods shorter than the
guidelines by 40%. The President did not
adopt the 407, instead he went to 207, but
in other respects he adopted the recom-
mendation of the Task Force. With respect
to whether or not such a change can be
implemented by Executive fiat, the Presi-
dent's own Task Force stated as follows:

“. . . |8)ince the shift from depreclation
to cost recovery unrelated to the useful life
concept does require amendment of the pres-
ent law, we urge that all the matters covered
in the recommendations which are related
to such a shift be incorporated in the
statute.” ®

The American Bar Association has made
similar recommendations, also noting that
legislation was required.

As late as last July the Treasury ltself
thought It was so constralned.:

2. Lack of historical precedents

The announcement argues that sound
depreciation reform to create jobs and
growth has a long history of bi-partisan sup-

port. This assertion is followed by a discus-
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sion of the depreclation changes made In
1062, Apparently, the purpose is to imply
that the changes have a historical precedent
in the changes made in 1962. There 1s no
warrant for such implication.

Prior to 1962, gains resulting from the sale
of depreciated machinery and equipment
were usually reported at capital gain rates.
This had led the Treasury to be very cau-
tious in the setting of estimated useful lives
because depreciation could be deducted
against ordinary income, and if excessive,
the gain represented by such excessive
depreciation would be reported as capltal
gain on sale. However, Treasury’s caution in
allowing depreciation rates created sub-
stantial controversy, largely because some
taxpayers thought rates allowed by the
Treasury were not consistent with their use,
and procedurally taxpayers had difficulty in
establishing that thelr depreciation rates
were consistent with their investment pol-
icies. Recognizing a need to eliminate need-
less controversy, Treasury surveyed the
business community and ascertained that
business would not oppose legislation to
eliminate the reporting of depreciation gains
as capital gain if greater flexibility was
granted In setting depreciation rates. While
this legislation was pending, in testimony
before both the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee and the Senate Finance Committee,
Treasury promised to revise its procedures for
reviewing taxpayer's depreciation rates, This
promise was kept by promulgation of the
guidelines in Revenue Procedure 62-21°%
Several observations are in order.

This Procedure simplified the grouping of
assets, and the guldeline lives were purpose-
fully set at levels which were below those
which had been considered normal when
examining depreclation deductions. The pur-
pose was not, however, simply to shorten
lives for tax purposes for all taxpayers.
Instead, it was intended that taxpayers who
had already adopted or who desired to adopt
an investment and replacement policy which
resulted in below average replacement period
should not be penalized by having to justify
their use of shorter lives under prior proce-
dures. However, taxpayers were warned that
if they departed substantially from the ac-
tual lives, or if they used the guideline lives,
or other shorter ones, they would have to
satisfy the so-called reserve ratio test. The
reserve ratio test is an automatic device for
testing whether the taxpayer's retirement
and replacement policy is consistent with
this claimed depreciation rates. In order to
prevent any hardship during the perlod of
transition, it was announced that there
would be a three-year perlod during which
the reserve ratio test would be assumed to be
met. Thereafter, it was applicable.

The mere re-counting of the 1962 changes
shows the striking contrast to the recent
change, In 1962, there was an effort to im-
prove depreclation as it has been computed
historically. There was concern that some
rates were too low, and taxpayers were given
the authority to shorten lives if they could
thereafter demonstrate that the shorter life
was consistent with their Investment prac-
tices. This reform was promised both to
Congress and the business community while
remedial legislation was being considered. In
contrast, the recent action is an abandon-
ment of the historieally used system and will
institute a wholly new system under which
depreciation need not have any relation to
actual retirement and replacement practices
of the taxpayer.

3. The deferral of tares

The second claim is made that the liberal-
ization of depreciation allowances is essen-
tially a change in the timing of a tax liability.
The implication of this claim is that ulti-
mately the taxes will be pald, In a few

* Revenue Procedure 62-21, 1962-2 C.B. 418.
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instances, the claim is true. However, in the
majority, so long as the particular taxpayer
does not lessen his capital investments, the
taxes which are deferred by excessive depre-
clation charges will never be repald. While an
earller example illustrates the point, it can
be made in another way. Current deprecia-
tion on an asset is increased at the cost of
lessening depreciation at some future date.
When that future date comes, however, in-
creased depreciation on other more recently
purchased assets will be greater than the
loss on older assets. Thus, one continually
uses tomorrow’s depreciation against today’s
income. There will be nothing to borrow only
when the taxpayer ceases to make Investment
at his current rate.

This result is confirmed by the revenue
estimates with the news releases. By 1880
there will continue to be an annual revenue
loss of some $2.8 billion.

4. Revenue loss

The claim is made that there will be little
or no revenue loss hecause the incentive given
will stimulate the economy which will result
in greater incomes for some which will lead
to greater revenue collection by the Federal
government. All of this could be true but it
may not be. The new depreclation policy
favors certain investments. Such favorable
treatment could result in greater aggregate
investment, but it need not. The result might
be merely to switch investments from assets
which are not favored under the announce-
ment to those which are.

But even assuming that there is some net
increase in investment, this method of prim-
ing the pump, so to speak, must be compared
to other things that the government could
do to increase economic activity. There are
many kinds of alternatives. The government
could spend an equivalent amount on edu-
cation by agricultural subsidies, or it could
distrlbute the dollars to all taxpayers by cut-
ting taxes or allowing credits against the tax.
All of this would put dollars in the hands of
taxpayers who would then presumably pass
these dollars on to other people and thereby
stimulate the economy. Many of these op-
tional ways of stimulating spending would
appear to be more effective than the depre-
ciation proposal. However, under these al-
ternative spending programs, the dollars
spent would be treated as real expenditures
and would be treated as a real cost even
though they thereby stimulated the economy
and produced greater tax revenues. The cost
of the depreciation changes is just as real
although it is reflected only by decreased tax
collections. The question still is what is the
gross revenue loss.

TAX POLICY

Perhaps before setting out to review the
changes [n light of tax policy, the criteria
for testing should be established. Largely
they are a single one, first espoused no later
than the Wealth of Nations. Does the tax
fall equally on persons similarly situated?
If it does not, can the deviation from the
desired norm be explained by any principle
internal to the administration of the tax
law? Put in other words, the burden of
justifying uneven tax burdens is on the pro-
ponent 1f other feasible means of estab-
lishing his goal are available,

When examined from this blas, the an-
nouncement raises a number of guestions.
The rules will push depreciation deductions
to earlier years in the lives of the assets in-
volved. Put another way, the amount of
deductions which a taxpayer may take with
respect to his depreciable assets will be
greater in the early years of their useful
lives. An increased deduction has a tax
benefit equal to the amount of taxes it saves
in the current year discounted for the period
elapsing ‘until the taxes are pald. Since,
as we have seen, most of the tax savings will
be perpetual, there will be no discount. But
whether perpetual or short term, the tax
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benefit for individual taxpayers will depend
on the amount of new investment, the degree
to which depreciation is accelerated, and
the taxpayer's tax rate. We know these vary.
Thus, we know the benefits will vary. Some
of these variations are discussed below. All
of them will result in uneven tax burdens,
There is no justification for this uneveness,

1. Greater benefits to the high bracket

taxpayers

Any acceleration of a deduction means
more dollars to a high bracket taxpayer than
it does to a low bracket taxpayer. This follows
because the same dollar deduction will yleld
& greater reduction in taxes to a high bracket
taxpayer than it does to a low bracket
taxpayer.

Supporters of the changes may attempt to
answer this argument by claiming that there
is very 1little bracket graduation because
the principal beneficiaries are corporations.
In large part, this assertion is true, but not
all businesses are corporations. Some are in-
dividuals in the 7T09% bracket. Others are
individuals in much lower tax brackets. .

Furthermore, even if all businesses were
corporations, there still are rate differences
which mean deductions will have different
benefits to different taxpayers. Most corpora-
tions are taxed at only a 329 rate, but the
larger ones which report by far the prepon-
derance of corporate income are taxed at a
nominal 48% rate. These differences in rates
are legislated by Congress, and are inherent
in the system of taxation. In addition, some
corporatlons will have tax loss carryovers
which will insulate earnings for a substantial
period of time. They will be paying no taxes
without the increased depreclation allow-
ances, and they will not benefit from the
rules.

The overall result of the acceleration of
deductions is to favor those who would other-
wise be paying a high rate of tax on the
income which is shielded by the higher
depreciations deductions.

2. Certain assets benefited

Assets which have lives of from between 10
to 20 years will be proportionateiy benefited
more than assets having shorter lives under
all of the changes mentioned above other
than the so-called full year convention. This
results because an acceleration of deductions
on a 20 year asset to 16 years deductions
otherwise allowable in the last four years.
Buch remote deductions have little value,
and by accelerating them to the first 16
years, their value is greatly enhanced. On the
other hand, if a five year asset is involved,
deductions which would otherwise be al-
lowed In the fifth year are accelerated. These
deductions already have a relatively large
value, and acceleration does not increase
their value as much proportionately.

The full year convention has the effect of
speeding deductions by approximately 3
months. Obviously, such acceleration 1is
greater proportionately for an asset of b
years than for an asset having a 10 year life.

3. Benefits are distributed unevenly

Taxpayers will either receive mo benefits,
be penalized, or be benefited by the change.
To those taxpayers whose lives for assets
is that prescribed under the announceme